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Dear Supervisors: .

THIRTY-YEAR LEASE FOR
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SOCIAL SERVICES

DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES
CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES DEPARTMENT

DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH
8300-8400 SOUTH VERMONT AVENUE, LOS ANGELES

(SECOND) (3 VOTES)

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:

1 . Acting as responsible agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA) with respect to the proposed project, consider the Mitigated Negative
Declaration adopted by the City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency
(CRA), as lead agency, together with comments received during the public review
process (Attachment D), find that the project wil not have a significant effect on the
environment, certify that you have independently considered and reached your own
conclusions regarding the environmental effects of the proposed project, and approve
the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

2. Approve a capital lease agreement substantially in the form attached as Attachment
C (Lease), with ICO Vermont, LLC(ICO) as Lessor, for approximately 210,000
rentable square feet of office, child care and retail space at 8300-8400 South
Vermont Avenue in Los Angeles, with parking to accommodate 908 vehicles for a
term of 30 years at an initial annual cost not to exceed $7,260,144 on a full-service
basis including parking, a $70 per square foot tenant improvement (TI) allowance for
the office and child care space, and an option to purchase. At the County's option,
the Lease can be converted to a net lease with the County providing management
and all services. The space wil be occupied by the Department of Public Social
Services (DPSS), the Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS), the

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Service"



Honorable Board of Supervisors
May 17, 2005
Page 2

Child Support Services Department (CSSD), the Department of Mental Health (DMH),
and a 6,000 square feet child care center with the cost to be substantially subvented
by State and Federal funds. The building wil also contain 4,000 square feet of retail
space subleased to ICO Vermont Retail, LLC.

3. Approve a sublease agreement substantially in the form attached (Sublease) as
Exhibit C to Attachment C (Lease) with the County as sublessor and ICO Vermont
Retail, LLC as sublessee for approximately 4,000 rentable square feet of retail space
with eight parking spaces to be located in the County's parking structure for a term of
30 years at an annual cost not to exceed $0.97 per square foot per month or $46,560.
The sublease also contains one nine year option to extend the sublease.

4. Authorize the Chief Administrative Office (CAO) to direct either ICO and/or the

Director of Internal Services Department (lSD) to design and/or acquire a telephone,
data and low voltage system for the project at a cost not to exceed $4,000,000. At
the discretion of the CAO and DPSS, DCFS, CSSD and DMH, all or part of the
telephone, data, and low voltage systems may be paid in lump sum or financed in an
amount not to exceed $960,000 per year, at the discretion of the CAO.

5. Authorize the CAO to decrease the rent or increase the rent by up to $0.10 per
square foot per month on or before July 18, 2005, if a change in interest rates
warrants such a correction. The rate used in determining the base rent is the
weighted average yield of the 30-year bond rate of 4.66 percent.

6. Approve the project and authorize the CAO to finalize and execute the Lease,
Sublease, a continuing disclosure certificate, and all other documents and certificates
related to the project or the financing of the project and implement the project.

7. Approve the sale of revenue bonds by the CRA to finance the project and authorize
the CAO and the Treasurer to provide financial and other information relating to the
County for inclusion in the official statement relating to the sale of the bonds by the
CRA.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTIONS

After an extensive request for proposal process, on November 30, 2004 your Board
approved a Request for Authority (RFA) directing the Chief Administrative Office to finalize
negotiations with ICO. The authority provided for a full service design build lease for 30
years. The Lease will provide DPSS, DCFS, CSSD and DMH with a facility for
approximately 980 staff that wil offer staff and client parking, increased lobby area, client
mitigation measures and critically needed County programs.
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DPSS wil provide the CalWORKs program which is a cash aid program for children and
familes designed to give temporary assistance to meet basic needs (food, shelter and
clothing) in times of .crisis. While providing time-limited assistance, the program

establishes work requirements and provides a broad spectrum of welfare-to-work services
designed to help remove barriers to employment and to help families become economically
self-sufficient.

DCFS will be providing a broad range of services which include Emergency Response,
Family Reunification, Permanency Planning, Independent Living Program and Adoptions.
CSSD wil provide child support services and DMH wil provide mental health services.

DPSS will relocate from the County-owned site at 923 East Redondo Boulevard in
Inglewood. The building wil either be backfiled with another County department or the
CAO wil recommend a surplus sale. The building was last appraised in 2001 for
$3,000,000 and the value is likely higher today. If sold, DPSS reports that the County will
save $793,996 per year in parking, utilities, maintenance, custodial and ground
maintenance costs, which wil offset the costs of the new facilty.

DCFS and CSSD are currently housed in leased space. DCFS wil relocate from
5767 West Century in Los Angeles and 11539 Hawthorne Boulevard in Hawthorne. CSSD
wil relocate from 621 Hawaii Street in EI Segundo. The relocation wil place the
departments in a higher area of client concentration. Both departments are in critical need
of more efficient space to effectively provide services to clients. The leased spaces wil
either be backfiled by another County department or the leases will be cancelled. If
cancelled, annual rental cost savings for the existing DCFS and CSSD spaces will be
approximately $2,477,210, which will offset the new costs.

In November 1993, your Board approved the creation of eight Service Planning Areas
(SPAs) to provide for better planning, coordinating, sharing of information and data, and
delivery of children's health, mental health, and social services. In November 1998, your
Board approved the first phase of the CAO's Strategic Asset Management Plan which
called for an in-depth study of space utilzation and service delivery among the social
service departments: DCFS, DCSS, DMH, and DPSS. As a result, the County retained
the services of Gensler & Associates to conduct a Social Services Space Study which
concluded that caseload and service delivery locations were, to varying degrees,
mismatched in all SPAs, but most pronounced in SPA 6. SPA 6 is located in south Los
Angeles County and has one of the largest concentrations of social services caseloads, but
is lacking in existing County facilities and office space to optimally deliver these services..
The public in need of services must travel long distances to offices outside the SPA 6 area.
While DMH and DPSS have office facilities in SPA 6, the Social Services Space Study
concluded that substantial additional square footage was needed and that the County
should consider acquiring new larger facilties to consolidate numerous existing offices and
provide opportunities for co-location of programs. Such a strategy would provide both
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functional and economic efficiencies by allowing more convenient and coordinated service
delivery for the public as well as economies of scale from shared use of support space
(conference, reception, and storage space) and improved leverage inherent in larger size
projects from lower per-unit cost of construction. In addition, such new facility acquisitions
could serve as catalysts for neighborhood revitalization.

Soon after completion of the study, the CAO undertook an extensive search to identify
available office space, but the supply of available adequate existing office facilities within
SPA 6 is nonexistent. As a result, in January 2004, the CAO issued a Request for
Proposals (RFP) to 367 real estate developers, brokers and other interested parties to
lease an office complex or complexes to be designed and built to meet the identified space
requirements for SPA 6. Ten responses were received, some of which were disqualified
for being outside the SPA 6 area.

Evaluation of the responses was based on numerous criteria including economic benefits
to the County under the lease, cost, location, impact on adjoining uses and the community
as a whole, and the experience of the developer. The selection committee determined that
the proposal submitted by ICO included the best combination of various factors. A
Request for Authority (RFA) to negotiate with ICO was approved by your Board on
November 30, 2004. This Lease represents the third of three leases required to satisfy the
SPA 6 social services requirement as identified by the social services space study.

IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS

As outlined in Attachment A, the recommendations herein are in compliance with the
Strategic Asset Management Principles approved by your Board on November 17, 1998, in
that they allow the continuation of an efficient consolidation of County staff in a central
location housing numerous child and family programs within one facility. The consolidation
and expansion of these programs at the proposed facilty is more conducive to operation of
the County's programs and will enhance the effectiveness of service delivery to the growing
target population.

The Countywide Strategic Plan directs that we provide the public with easy access to
quality services that are both beneficial and responsive (Goal 1 ).

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

This Lease is structured as a full service capital lease whereby the County owns the land
and building at the end of the 30-year term. In addition, the County has the right to
purchase the land and building every year after the first year by paying off the outstanding
debt and deferred developer fee as scheduled in the Lease. The initial full-service rent for
the office building, child care facilty and retail space is $7,260,144 per year. The rent
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increases to $7,754,544 in the second through 30th years of the Lease due to deferral of
the $0.05 per square foot per month reserve and $0.15 per square foot per month
developer fee. In addition, the rent may increase or decrease depending on interest rates
at the time of bond closing. Operating expenses (estimated to be $0.43 per square foot
per month) are included in the rent and may go up or down compared to the initial base
year. No property taxes are payable by the County.

Due to the Lease being structured as a capital lease, whereby the County owns the land
and building at the end of the 30-year term, the rent is increased by $0.15 per square foot
per month. As part of the negotiated transaction, ICO has assumed the risk associated
with CEQA, environmental and geological matters that may subsequently occur.

Because the Lease is a capital lease as opposed to an operating lease, the subvention wil
change on an annual basis. The revenue associated with those programs required to
conform to federal cost principles (OMB Circular A-87) allows for full operating expenses,
interest attributed to land and building and a two percent use allowance based on the
project cost less the land value. A substantial amount of the annual cost associated with
the subject lease wil be subvened by State and Federal funds. A chart is attached as
. Attachment E which demonstrates the subvention decrease over the term of the Lease for
DPSS and DCFS.

The retail component was added to satisfy community concerns. So as to not incur
additional NCC the County wil sublease the retail space back to ICO for the term of the
Lease. ICO wil be responsible for renting the space to appropriate retail tenants and will
lease back the retail space from the County at $0.97 per square foot per month. The $0.97
rental is an approximation of the cost to build out the retail space only to shell without any
allocation of tenant improvement dollars, which wil be the responsibility of ICO Vermont
Retail, LLC. This cost is substantially lower than the cost of the office building, because
the developer wil be responsible for any Tis, utilties and maintenance associated with the
retail space.

The child care facility wil be paid for by DPSS, DCFS, CSSD and DMH and utilized only for
County employees and participants in County programs in order to comply with OMB
Circular 87 rules for subvention. The County will be responsible for contracting with a child
care operator for the child care center.

This office conducted a survey of the immediate area to determine the availability of
comparable and more economical sites. Attachment B shows all County-owned and
leased facilties within the search area for these programs. Staff was unable to identify any
sites in the surveyed area that could accommodate these hard-to-Iocate programs. The
rent under the Lease represents the negotiated rate necessary to complete a design/build
project for a Class A office building in the required project area given the constraints of the
location in the community that is being served and the available site size and configuration.
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The proposed site best meets the departments' program needs, proximity to the caseloads,
accessibility by public transportation via Vermont Avenue, and its location in the SPA 6
area.

New Lease

Sufficient funds wil be proposed in the DPSS, DCFS, CSSD and DMH 2006-2007 Rent
Expense budget during which scheduled occupancy and rental payments are expected to
begin. The expected construction time wil be between 18 to 24 months with no rent due
until a Certificate of Occupancy is issued by the building officials.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGALREQUIREMENTS

ICO is proposing a capital lease with a term of 30 years with a purchase option anytime
after the first year. The County wil own the land and building after 30 years in any event.
Preliminary building plans are being prepared by the ICO architects with full occupancy
anticipated within 24 months of the issuance of the bonds to finance the project. If ICO
finishes on a quicker schedule as than anticipated, the savings wil be passed on to the
County as either a reduction in rent, or a pre-funding of the capital renewal/replacement
reserve account.

The proposed facility will house approximately 980 County staff and provide atleast 908 off
street parking spaces for staff and visitors. The development site is conveniently located
adjacent to major bus routes. The parking ratio of 4.3 spaces per 1,000 square feet of
building area, over twice the City's code requirement for office buildings, adequately meets
the needs of the County occupants.

This Lease was negotiated to incorporate provisions to allow the Lessor to obtain tax-
exempt financing and, therefore, differs from our typical lease agreement. The tax-exempt
financing allows the developer to provide a lower lease rate to the County. The structure of
this transaction is expected to avoid assessment for property tax as well except on the
retail component.
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ICO wil be acquirrng a portion of the site from the CRA and has entered into a
Development and Disposition Agreement (DDA) with the CRA. The CRA may also
facilitate the tax-exempt financing for the project.

Concurrently with its approval of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project, the
CRA approved a housing relocation and assistance plan for certain housing which would
be displaced by the project. Replacement housing was initially identified for the lost
housing but the CRA has subsequently notified ICO that the replacement housing is not
available to meet the project's needs. CRA staff is diligently working to identify available
replacement housing for the project to meet statutory requirements and it is anticipated that
such replacement housing wil be identified to the community prior to the Board's action.
However, statutorY requirements prevent the CRA from signing the DDA, which effectively
conveys the propert owned by the CRA and required for the project, for a period of 30
days following the distribution to the community of a notice of the replacement housing for
the project.

ICO is currently expected to acquire certain parcels for the project on or about
June 1, 2005, prior to the issuance of bonds to finance the project. ICO expects to obtain
bridge financing to acquire these parcels and has requested that the County sign the Lease
at such time to enable ICO to secure the bridge financing. Acquisition of these parcels will
ensure that the costs of the project and the County's rental obligation do not increase.
However, due to the timing of the signing of the DDA, the County may be asked to sign the
Lease before ICO has the right to acquire the CRA parcels. In the event ICO is unable to
acquire the CRA parcels, the project could not be constructed as desired by the County
and the County would have no obligation under the Lease.

An extensive community outreach effort was made by the developer regarding this project.
Over 18 separate meetings took place from July 2004 through April 26, 2005. Numerous
meetings included those with the Community Advisory Committee for the Vermont
Manchester Recovery Redevelopment Area, many community leaders and residents,
neighborhood organizations and block clubs and owners and managers of local
businesses. ICO also contacted the presidents of numerous block clubs by telephone and
discussed the project with them. Nearby residents were also notified of the project by maiL.

The proposed Lease was submitted for review to your Board's appointed Real Estate
Management Commission on April 20, 2005. After careful review, it was the Commission's
unanimous decision to recommend approval for this project.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

On April 7, 2005, the CRA, in its role as lead agency in matters pertaining to compliance
with the CEQA, adopted the Mitigated Negative Declaration (Attachment D) with respect to
the environmental effects of the proposed project. In your Board's role as a responsible
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agency pursuant to CEQA you must independently consider the environmental document
prepared by Christopher A. Joseph & Associates for the CRA and reach your own
conclusions regarding the environmental effects of the proposed project. After having
done so, it is recommended that your Board find that the project will not have a significant
effect on the environment and approve the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

Your authorization to finalize negotiations for leased space at 8300-8400 South Vermont
Avenue will allow continuation of important County programs in SPA 6 without disrupting
delivery of service to DPSS, DCFS, CSSD and DMH clients while allowing co-location of
County social services in one facilty in an area where the clients are most concentrated.

CONCLUSION

It is requested that the Executive Office, Board of Supervisors return a stamped copy of
this Board letter, and two certified copies of the Minute Order to the CAO, Real Estate
Division, 222 South Hil Street, 3rd Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012 for further processing.

Respectfully submitted,

. DEJ:CWW
WLD:CB:hd

Attachments (5)

c: County Counsel

Auditor-Controller
Internal Services Department
Department of Public Social Services
Department of Children and Family Services
Child Support Services Department
Department of Mental Health
Treasurer and Tax Collector

83DO8400Vermnl.b



Attachment A
DPSS, DCFS, CSSD, DMH

8300-8400 South Vermont Avenue, Los Angeles

1. Occupancy Yes No N/A

A Does lease consolidate administrative functions?2 X

B Does lease co-locate with other functions to better serve clients?2 X

C Does this lease centralize business support functions?2 X

D Does this lease meeting the guideline of 200 sf of space per person?2 Ratio of 200 X

E Does lease meet 80% parking rule? X

2. Capital

A Should program be in leased space to maximize State/Federal funding? X

B If not, is this a long term County program? X

C Is it a net County cost (NCC) program 10-16% NCC X

D If yes to 2 B or C; is this a capital lease or operating lease with an option? X

E If no, are there any suitable County-owned facilties available? X

F If yes. why is lease being recommended over occupancy in County-owned space? X

G Is Building Description Report attched as Attchment B? X

H Was build-to-suit or capital pròject considered? Project is deslgnluild X

3. Portolio ManaQement

A Did department utilze CAO Space Request Evaluation (SRE)? Confirmed by X
Gensler study.

B Was the space need justified? X

C If a renewal lease, was co-location with other County departments considered? X

D Why was this program not co-located?

1. _ The program clientele requires a Astand alone& facility.

2. _ No suitable County occupied properties in project area.

3. _ No County-owned facilities available for the project.

4. _ Could not get City clearance or approvaL.

5. i The Program is being co-located.

E Is lea~9 a full service lease?2 With option to convert to NNN. X

F Has growth projection been considered in space request?
X

G Has the Dept. of Public Works completed seismic review/approval?
X

'As approved by the Board of Supervisors 11/17/98

Please BOLD any written responses
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LEASE AGREEMENT

THIS LEASE AGREEMENT (this "Lease Agreement"), is made and entered into in
duplicate original as of the _ day of , 2005, by and between ICO VERMONT,
LLC, a limited liability company organized and existing under the laws of the State of California
(the "State") (with its successors and assigns, hereinafter referred to as the "Lessor"), and the
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, a political subdivision of the State (with its successors and
assigns, hereinafter referred to as the "Lessee") (capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein
shall have the meanings set forth in Exhibit A hereto):

WIT N E SSE T H:

WllREAS, the Lessee acknowledges that the leasing, operation and maintenance of
facilties to accommodate the functions of the Lessee's Deparment of Public Social Services is
properly the Lessee's burden;

WllREAS, the Lessee desires to lease an offce building and accompanying parking
facilities to house anyone or more of the County's Deparment of Public Social Services
(DPSS), Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS), Child Support Services
Deparment (CSSD), Deparment of Mental Health (DMH), and/or programs (the "Programs")
managed by the Lessee's Deparment of Public Social Services;

WllREAS, the Lessor has rights to purchase certain real property, referred to herein as
the Site, and desires to develop, construct, install and operate an office building, child care
facilities, parking facilities and approximately 4,000 square feet of retail space (collectively with
the furniture, fixtures and equipment described in the next paragraph referred to herein as the
"Premises," as more paricularly defined in Exhibit B hereto) and lease the same to the Lessee
under the terms and provisions of this Lease Agreement;

WllREAS, in addition to such office building, child care facilities and parking facilities,
the Lessee desires and has requested the Lessor and the Lessor has agreed, to provide the Lessee
with certain furniture, fixtures and equipment under this Lease Agreement (the "Furniture,
Fixtures and Equipment");

WllREAS, the Lessee has determined that the operation and maintenance of the
Premises by the Lessor, and the Lessee's lease of the Premises from the Lessor, relieves a burden
of the Lessee to operate and maintain such offce building, child care facilities and parking
facilities to accommodate the Lessee's Programs or any other lawful governmental
administrative purpose of the Lessee (subject to applicable laws, rules, regulations and codes
relating to same and any recorded restrictions or matter then affecting the Premises);

WlfREAS, as consideration for the Lessee's use and occupancy of the Premises, the
Lessee agrees to make certain base rental payments ("Base Rent") and certain additional rental
payments (" Additional Rent") to the Lessor during the term of this Lease Agreement;

WlfREAS, pursuant to a sublease agreement, substantially in the form of Exhibit C
attached hereto, between the Lessee and ICO Vermont Retail, LLC ("ICO Retail"), an entity



related to the Lessor (the "Sublease Agreement"), the Lessee will sublease to ICO Retail the
4,000 square feet of retail space (the "Retail Space") subject to the terms contained in this Lease
Agreement and the Sublease Agreement;

WHEREAS, the Lessee, the Lessor and The Community Redevelopment Agency of the
City of Los Angeles, California, a redevelopment agency organized and existing under the laws
of the State (the "Issuer"), wil provide for the Issuer to issue its Lease Revenue Bonds,
Series 2005 (Vermont-Manchester Social Services Project) (the "Series 2005 Bonds") pursuant
to the terms and provisions of an Indenture of Trust (the "Indenture"), among the Issuer, the
Lessor and the Trustee in an aggregate amount sufficient to fund the costs of acquiring,
developing, constructing, equipping and furnishing the Premises;

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Indenture or an assignment agreement, the Lessor will
transfer substantially all of its right, title and interest in and to this Lease Agreement, including
the right to receive payments of Base Rent and Additional Rent due hereunder, to the Trustee for
the benefit of the registered owners of the Series 2005 Bonds;

WHEREAS, the Trustee shall undertake such responsibilities as are assigned to the
Trustee pursuant to the Indenture and the Assignment Agreement; and

WHEREAS, all acts, conditions and things required by law to exist, to have happened
and to have been performed precedent to and in connection with the execution and entering into
of this Lease Agreement do exist, have happened and have been performed in due time, form,
and manner as required by law, and the parties hereto are duly authorized to execute and enter
into this Lease Agreement.

NOW THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, receipt and sufficiency of
which are hereby acknowledged, and in consideration of the premises contained in this Lease
Agreement, the Lessor and the Lessee agree as follows:

Section 1. Representations, Covenants and Warranties of the Lessee. The Lessee
represents, covenants and warants to the Lessor as follows:

(a) Due Organizatin and Existence. The Lessee is a political subdivision of
the State, duly organized and validly operating as such under the Constitution and laws of
the State.

(b) Authorization, Enforceabilit. The Constitution and laws of the State
authorize the Lessee to enter into this Lease Agreement and to enter into the transactions
contemplated by and to cary out its obligations under this Lease Agreement, and the
Lessee has duly authorized the execution and delivery of this Lease Agreement. This
Lease Agreement constitutes a legal, valid and binding obligation of the Lessee,
enforceable in accordance with its terms, except as such enforcement may be limited by
applicable bankrptcy, insolvency, reorganization, moratorium or similar laws or
equit(lble principles affecting the rights of creditors generally.

(c) No Violations. None of the execution and delivery of this Lease
Agreement, the fulfillment of or compliance with the terms and conditions hereof, or the
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consummation of the transactions contemplated hereby, conflicts with or results in a
breach of the terms, conditions or provisions of any restriction or any agreement or
instrument to which the Lessee is now a pary or by which the Lessee is bound, or
constitutes a default under any of the foregoing, or results in the creation or imposition of
any prohibited lien, charge or encumbrance whatsoever upon any of the property or assets
of the Lessee.

(d) Execution and Delivery. The Lessee has taken all actions required to
authorize and execute this Lease Agreement in accordance with the Constitution and laws
of the State and all acts, conditions and things required by the Constitution and statutes of
the State to exist, to have happened and to have been performed precedent to and in
connection with the execution and delivery by the Lessee of this Lease Agreement, do
exist, have happened and have been performed in due time, form and manner as required
by law.

Section 2. . Representation, Covenants and Warranties of the Lessor. The Lessor
represents, covenants and warants to the Lessee as follows:

(a) Due Organization and Existence; Authorization, Enforceabilit. The
Lessor is a limited liability company duly organized, existing and in good standing under
and by virtue of the laws of the State, and has the full power to enter into this Lease
Agreement and to enter into the transactions contemplated by and to cary out its

obligations under this Lease Agreement; is possessed of full power to own and hold real
and personal property, and to lease the same; and the Lessor has duly authorized the
execution and delivery of this Lease Agreement. This Lease Agreement constitutes a
legal, valid and binding obligation of the Lessor, enforceable in accordance with its
terms, except as such enforcement may be limited by applicable bankruptcy, insolvency,
reorganization, moratorium or similar laws or equitable principles affecting the rights of
creditors generally.

(b) No Violatons. None of the execution and delivery of this Lease
Agreement, the fulfillment of or compliance with the terms and conditions hereof, or the
consummation of the transactions contemplated hereby, conflcts with or results in a
breach of the terms, conditions or provisions of the limited liability operating agreement
of the Lessor (the "Lessor Formation Documents") or provisions of any restriction or any
agreement or instrument to which the Lessor is now a pary or by which the Lessor is
bound, or constitutes a default under any of the foregoing, or results in the creation or
imposition of any prohibited lien, charge or encumbrance whatsoever upon any of the
property or assets of the Lessor.

(c) Execution and Delivery. The Lessor has taken all actions required to
authorize and execute this Lease Agreement in accordance with the Lessor Formation
Documents of the Lessor and laws of the State and all acts, conditions and things required
by the Lessor Formation Documents of the Lessor and laws of the State to exist, to have
happened and to have been performed precedent to and in connection with the execution
and delivery by the Lessor of this Lease Agreement, do exist, have happened and have
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been performed in due time, form and manner as required by the Lessor Formation
Documents of the Lessor and by law.

(d) Covenants with Respect to the Site. The legal description of the Site
attached as Exhibit B to this Lease Agreement includes the following areas which are
presently owned and/or dedicated to the City of Los Angeles:

(i) A portion of Vermont Street frontage road adjacent of the westerly

property boundary of the Site extending between 83rd and 84 Street that is
approximately 30.5 feet wide and approximately 378 feet long, covering a total
area of approximately 11,529 square feet (the "Vermont Frontage Road");

(ii) The alley bisecting the Site extending north and south between 83rd

Street and 84th Street that is approximately 17 feet wide and approximately 376.85
feet long, covering a total area of approximately 6,508 square feet (the

"North/South Alley");

(iii) A portion of the alley that extends easterly from the North/South

Alley for approximately 150 feet and is approximately 17 feet wide, covering a
total area of approximately 2,550 square feet (the "Eastlest Alley").

Prior to the execution and delivery of this Lease Agreement, the Lessor has made
application to the City of Los Angeles for the permanent vacation of the Vermont
Frontage Road, the North/South Alley and the Eastlest Alley. The Lessor shall use its
best efforts to cause such application to be granted prior to Substantial Completion. In
the event that such application has not been granted prior to the commencement of
construction of the Office Building and Parking Structure, the Lessor shall obtain from
the City of Los Angeles an encroachment permt or other license or permt to construct
the Office Building and Parking Structure on the Site, including the Vermont Frontage
Road, the North/South Alley and the Eastlest Alley. In connection with the foregoing,

the Lessor shall execute and cause to be recorded against title to the Site such covenants
and other undertakings as shall be reasonably required by the City of Los Angeles.

Notwithstanding the Lessor's covenant to secure the vacation of the Vermont
Frontage Road, the North/South Alley and the Eastlest Alley, the Lessee's obligations
under this Lease Agreement shall be conditioned upon the approval of such street and
alley vacations by the City of Los Angeles and the Site having no encumbrance that
would impair the Lessee's rights hereunder.

Section 3. Lease of Premises; Sublease of Retail Space.

(a) Lease of Premises. The Lessor, for and in consideration of the
performance of the covenants and agreements hereinafter contained to be kept and
performed by the Lessee, and upon the following terms and conditions, hereby leases to
the Lessee, and the Lessee hereby hires and takes of and from the Lessor, the Premises;

provided, however, that the Lessor and the Lessee may, prior to the Lease

Commencement Date, amend, modify or change the Premises subject to the provisions of
the Work Letter. The Lessee hereby agrees to pay the Base Rent and the Additional Rent
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as provided herein for the use and occupancy of the Premises, all on the terms and
conditions set forth herein.

(b) Sublease of Retail Space. The Lessee agrees to sublease the Retail Space

to ICO Retail pursuant to the terms of the Sublease Agreement. The term of the Sublease
Agreement shall commence on the Lease Commencement Date and shall termnate thirty
(30) years after the Lease Commencement Date. So long as ICO Retail is not in default
under the Sublease Agreement, ICO Retail shall have the option to renew the Sublease
Agreement for an additional term of nine (9) years. ICO Retail shall notify the Lessee in
writing not less than twelve (12) months prior to expiration of the Sublease Agreement of
ICO retail's intention to exercise such option. ICO Retail shall deliver to the Lessee a
written instrument evidencing the actual exercise of the option granted herein. Upon the
giving of such notice of exercise, the Sublease Agreement shall automatically be

extended for an additional term of nine (9) years and no further instrument of extension
need be executed. In the event that ICO Retail fails to give notice of its intention to
exercise its option to renew the Sublease Agreement as herein provided, the Sublease
Agreement shall automatically termnate at the end of the original lease term and ICO
Retail shall have no further right or option to extend the Sublease Agreement.

In the event the Lessee purchases the Lessor's interest in the Premises pursuant to
Section 20 hereof prior to the end of the Lease Term, the Lessee agrees that such

purchase shall be subject to the Sublease Agreement. Following the expiration or earlier
termination of the Sublease Agreement, the Lessee may convert the Retail Space to any
other use and shall have no obligation to maintain the Retail Space in the same condition
or manner as such Retail Space was maintained by ICO RetaiL. The rental for the Retail
Space shall be as set forth in the Sublease Agreement and shall include (i) a base rental
rate established to provide the Lessee with a return of 100% of the value of the Retail
Space, which value is equal to the portion of the cost of the Site, the development costs of
the Office Building and Parking Structure, and the costs of constructing the Office
Building and the Parking Structure reasonably allocable to the Retail Space, and (ii) an
additional rental component pursuant to which ICO Retail wil reimburse the Lessee for
all Operating Costs reasonably allocable to the Retail Space.

Section 4. Term. The term of this Lease Agreement (the "Lease Term") begins on the

Lease Commencement Date and shall termnate on the Lease Termnation Date, or at such earlier
time as (a) the Bonds shall have been paid or provision for their payment shall have been made
in accordance with the provisions of this Lease Agreement and the Indenture; (b) the Lessor's
interest in the Leased Premises is purchased by Lessee pursuant to Section 20 hereof, or (c) the
Premises, or so much thereof as to render the remainder of the Premises unusable, shall be taken
by eminent domain in accordance with Section 18 hereof. If on the Lease Termnation Date
(other than a Lease Termination Date as a result of a default by the Lessee), (i) the Bonds shall
not be fully paid, or provision therefor made in accordance with of the Indenture, and/or (ii) the
Indenture shall not be discharged by its terms as a result of the Base Rent payments hereunder
being abated at any time during the Lease Term as a result of an Abatement Event, then in each
such event, the Lease Termnation Date shall not occur and the Lease Term shall be
automatically extended for a period of time equal to the time period from and after the expiration
of loss of business income insurance described in Section 19(b)(iv) hereof until the date upon
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which all Bonds shall be fully paid, or provision therefor made, and the Indenture shall be
discharged by its terms, except that the Lease Term shall in no event be extended more than 10
years beyond the Lease Termnation Date specified in paragraph (a) of the definition thereof.

Section 5. Transfer of Title. Upon payment of all Base Rent, Additional Rent and other

expenses required by Section 6 hereof when due as of the Lease Termnation Date, all right, title
and interest of the Lessor in the Premises shall termnate and shall be transferred directly to and
vested in the Lessee or, at the option of the Lessee, to any assignee or nominee of the Lessee of
whom Lessor is notified in writing, in accordance with the provisions of this Lease Agreement
and this Lease Agreement shall termnate as to the Premises. In furtherance of the foregoing,
any instrument of conveyance shall conclusively be deemed to be suffcient if it is in the form of
a grant deed or other evidence termnating the Lessor's right, title and interest in the Premises.
From and after the Lease Termnation Date, the Lessor shall be fully released from any liability
thereafter accruing under this Lease Agreement, except for those obligations that expressly
survive the termination of the Lease Agreement.

Section 6. Rental Payments, Operating Costs, Expense Pass-throughs and
Consideration.

(a) Base Rent. The Lessee hereby agrees, subject to the provisions of
Section 9 hereof, to pay Base Rent, as set forth in Exhibit E hereto, for the use and
occupancy of the Premises during the Lease Term. The Base Rent shall be payable
monthly in advance on the first day of each and every month commencing on the Lease
Commencement Date and continuing thereafter throughout the Lease Term, without prior
demand, offset or deduction (except as otherwise expressly provided herein); provided,
however, that, the Base Rent shall not be deemed delinquent and the Lessee shall not be
in default hereunder so long as such Base Rent is paid by the fifteenth (15th) day of the
month in which such Base Rent is due. If the Lease Commencement Date occurs on a
date other than the first day of a month, then the amount of the first Base Rent payment
shall be prorated based on the actual number of days remaining in the month in which the
Lease Commencement Date occurs. If any date on which a Base Rent payment is
originally due under this Lease Agreement is not a Business Day (without regard to the
fifteen (15) day grace period described above), then such Base Rent payment shall be due
and payable on the next succeeding Business Day. Notwithstanding anything to the
contrary contained herein, the Lessor and Lessee covenant and agree to complete or
amend the information contained in Exhibit E hereto in order to determne the Base Rent
and Additional Rent, as described in this subsection (a) and subsection (b) of this Section,
prior to the date of issuance of the Series 2005 Bonds. The Lessee shall not be required
to make any Base Rent payment in the final Lease Year, but only if there are amounts
held by the Trustee in the Reserve Fund established pursuant to the Indenture sufficient to
pay the remaining principal of and interest on the Bonds to the final maturity date of the
Bonds and the Lessee is not in default under this Lease Agreement.

(b) Additional Rent. In addition to the Base Rent set forth in subsection (a) of
this Section, commencing on the Lease Commencement Date and continuing thereafter
throughout the Lease Term, the Lessee hereby agrees, subject to the provisions of
Section 9 hereof, to pay as Additional Rent for the use and occupancy of the Premises,
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Operating Costs, Expense Pass-throughs, the Lessor's Deferred Development Fee and
contributions to the Renewal and Replacement Fund, as set forth in this Section during
the Lease Term.

(c) Operating Costs. Commencing on the Lease Commencement Date and
continuing throughout the Lease Term, the Lessee shall pay Operating Costs in monthly
installments based upon the Lessor's estimates as further provided in this subsection (c).
The Lessor and the Lessee hereby agree that the Estimated Operating Costs for the Base
Year shall be as projected on Exhibit E hereto. The Estimated Operating Costs shall be
payable monthly by the Lessee in 12 equal monthly installments, in advance, on the first
day of each and every month during the Lease Term commencing on the Lease

Commencement Date and continuing thereafter throughout the Lease Term; provided,
however, that this component of Additional Rent shall not be deemed delinquent and the
Lessee shall not be in default hereunder so long as such component of Additional Rent is
paid by the fifteenth (15th) day of the month in which such component of Additional Rent
is due. If the Lease Commencement Date occurs on a date other than the first day of a
month, the Lessee agrees to pay the Lessor on the Lease Commencement Date an amount
for Estimated Operating Costs equal to the initial monthly installment for Estimated
Operating Costs prorated based on the number of days actually remaining in the month in
which the Lease Commencement Date occurs. If any date on which a payment for
Estimated Operating Costs is originally due under this Lease Agreement is not a Business
Day (without regard to the fifteen (15) day grace period described above), such payment
shall be due on the next succeeding Business Day.

(i) In the event that in any Lease Year amounts received and/or to be
received from the Lessee hereunder as Additional Rent for the payment of
Property Taxes, Utility Costs and Insurance Premiums in such Lease Year with
respect to the Premises are determned by the Lessor or the Trustee to be or wil
be insufficient to pay the next installments of Property Taxes, Utility Costs and
Insurance Premiums, the Lessor shall direct the Trustee to withdraw the amount
of such deficiency from the Renewal and Replacement Fund. Concurrently with
the delivery of such direction to the Trustee, the Lessor shall provide the Lessee
with a written statement identifying the amount of the deficiency and providing
reasonably detailed documentation of such deficiency and requesting the Lessee
to pay such deficiency as a component of Additional Rent no later than thirty (30)
days following the receipt of such written statement. Upon receipt of such
payment from the Lessee, the Trustee shall deposit such payment into the
Renewal and Replacement Fund.

(ii) In the event that in any Lease Year amounts received and/or to be

received from the Lessee hereunder as Additional Rent for the payment of the
Estimated Operating Costs of the Premises (other than Property Taxes, Utility
Costs and Insurance Premiums, which shall be governed by subsection (c)(i) of
this Section) are determned by the Lessor to be or wil be insufficient to pay such
Estimated Operating Costs, the Lessor may submit a written statement to the
Lessee requesting that the amount of Additional Rent payable hereunder for the
Operating Costs of the Premises (other than Property Taxes, Utility Costs and
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Insurance Premiums, which shall be governed by subsection (c)(i) of this Section)
be increased to an amount sufficient to pay such Estimated Operating Costs. Such
written statement from the Lessor shall identify the line-item. of Estimated
Operating Costs which have increased from the amounts set forth in the most
recent statement of Estimated Operating Costs, provide any supporting

documentation reasonably evidencing such increase in Operating Costs and

provide a revised statement of Estimated Operating Costs for the then-current
Lease Year.

(iii) Lessee, in its sole discretion, may eIt,!er agree to pay the increased

Operating Costs in conformty with the revised statement of Estimated Operating
Costs for the remainder of the current Lease Year or the Lessee shall within thirty
(30) days of the receipt of the revised statement of Estimated Operating Costs
provide a written statement to the Lessor identifying the Lessee's objections to
such statement. The Lessor may thereafter submit a revised written statement to
the Lessee. Nothing herein shall obligate the Lessee to pay any additional
amounts for Operating Costs (other than Property Taxes, Utility Costs and
Insurance Premiums in the manner set forth herein) in excess of the statement of
Estimated Operating Costs for the current Lease Year, unless expressly agreed to
in writing by the Lessee.

(iv) No later than ninety (90) days after the conclusion of the Base
Year and each subsequent Lease Year during the Lease Term, the Lessor shall
furnish to the Lessee a statement of the Actual Operating Costs for the Premises
for the Base Year and each subsequent Lease Year. The statement shall be
prepared, signed, and certified to be correct by a duly authorized representative of
the Lessor. If the Actual Operating Costs are in excess of the Estimated

Operating Costs paid by the Lessee as a component of Additional Rent during the
Base Year or each subsequent Lease Year, the Lessee shall within thirty (30) days
after the receipt of. such statement pay to the Lessor the difference between the
Estimated Operating Costs paid by the Lessee and the Actual Operating Costs. If

the Actual Operating Costs are less than the Estimated Operating Costs paid by
the Lessee during the Base Year or each subsequent Lease Year, the Lessor shall
credit any such excess to the Lessee's obligation to pay Estimated Operating
Costs during the following Lease Year. Any failure by the Lessor in delivering
any statement of the Actual Operating Costs for a Lease Year will not constitute a
waiver of its rights to collect Estimated Operating Costs for any subsequent Lease
Year nor wil it relieve the Lessee of its obligations to pay Estimated Operating
Costs as set forth in this Section. Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, in the
event the Lessor fails to deliver a statement of Actual Operating Costs within one
hundred twenty (120) days after the conclusion of the Base Year and each
subsequent Lear Year during the Lease Term, the Lessee, in its sole and absolute
discretion, may elect to withhold payment to the Lessor of the management fee
due to the Lessor pursuant to subsection (c)(iv)(H) of this Section until such time
as the Lessee has received the delinquent statement of Actual Operating Costs.

Upon receipt of the delinquent statement of Actual Operating Costs, the Lessor
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shall be entitled to receive any management fees withheld by the Lessee pursuant
to this paragraph.

The Lessor shall keep at its offices full, accurate and separate books of
account covering the Lessor's Actual Operating Costs, and the statement to the
Lessee shall accurately reflect the total Actual Operating Costs. The books of
account shall be made available by the Lessor at its offices for a period of at least
48 months after the expiration of each Lease Year during the Lease Term. The
Lessee shall have the right upon reasonable prior written notice to the Lessor and
for a period of 48 months after the end of the Lease Term to inspect the books of
account. Within 24 months after the end of each Lease Year, the Lessee shall also
have the right upon reasonable prior written notice to the Lessor and its sole cost
and expense (except as provided further herein) to complete or cause to be
completed an audit of the Lessor's Actual Operating Costs for any such Lease
Year by third-pary accountants or consultants experienced in the operations of
similar office buildings, selected by the Lessee; provided, however, that the
Lessor shall only be responsible for the reasonable cost of such audit if the Actual
Operating Costs certified by the Lessor during a Lease Year are more than 5%
greater than the audited Actual Operating Costs. Such audit cost shall include
normal and customary charges for third-party accountants and consultants
performng such audit and the Lessor's liability for such charges shall not exceed
$5,000 per audit. In the event the Actual Operating Costs paid by the Lessee

during any Lease Year exceed the audited Actual Operating Costs for such Lease
Year, the Lessor shall credit aU excess amounts paid by the Lessee for such Lease
Year to the account of the Lessee to offset the Lessee's obligation to pay
Estimated Operating Costs during the following Lease Year. In the event the

Actual Operating Costs paid by the Lessee during any Lease Year are less than
the audited Actual Operating Costs for such Lease Year, the Lessee shall pay the
Lessor the amount of such discrepancy within thirty (30) days after the date of
completion of the audit or inspection.

The Lessee shall have the right, at its sole cost and expense, during regular
business hours, to request and complete an audit of the books and records of the
Trustee relating to the Bonds and the financing of the Premises.

The Lessee reserves the right upon reasonable notice to the Lessor to
request that the Lessor's books of account be maintained according to generally
accepted accounting principles and the Lessee agrees to pay any and all costs
associated with the Lessor's compliance with such request, including the costs of
audits necessary to insure compliance with generally accepted accounting

principles, as may be reasonable and customary for properties similar to the
Premises within the community in which the Premises are located.

If the Lessee objects to any statement of Actual Operating Costs submitted
to the Lessee by the Lessor, the Lessee shall within thirty (30) days of the receipt
of the statement provide a written statement to the Lessor identifying the Lessee's
objections to the statement; provided, however, that such time limit shall not limit
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the Lessee's right to audit the Lessor's books of account pursuant to the terms and
conditions set forth above, except for those matters resolved pursuant to

mediation under this Lease Agreement. Both parties shall attempt to resolve the
conflict by good faith negotiation. However, if the Lessor and the Lessee are not
able to negotiate a resolution of the conflct within thirty (30) days after the
Lessee has given the Lessor written objection to the statement despite their good
faith attempts to do so, then the dispute shall be submitted to mediation in
compliance with Section 24(m) hereof.

No later than thirty (30) days prior to the end of the Base Year and each
subsequent Lease Year thereafter during the Lease Term, the Lessor shall furnish
to the Lessee a statement of the Estimated Operating Costs for the Premises for
the next succeeding Lease Year and the monthly payments required to be made by
the Lessee during such Lease Year. If the Lessee objects to any statement of
Estimated Operating Costs submitted to the Lessee by the Lessor, the Lessee shall
within fifteen (15) days of the receipt of the statement provide a written statement
to the Lessor identifying the Lessee's specific objections to the statement. If the
Lessee fails to object to the Estimated Operating Costs within such fifteen (15)
day period, then it shall conclusively be deemed to have waived its right to do so
and the Lessee shall pay Estimated Operating Costs based on such statement.
Both parties shall attempt to resolve the conflct by good faith negotiation. If the
Lessor and the Lessee are not able to negotiate a resolution to the conflict within
fifteen (15) days after the Lessee has given the Lessor written objection to the
statement despite their good faith attempts to do so, then the dispute shall be

submitted to mediation in compliance with Section 24(m) hereof. Until such time
as a final determnation is rendered in such mediation, the Estimated Operating
Costs for the next succeeding Lease Year shall be the same as the preceding Lease
Year and the Lessee agrees and covenants to pay such Estimated Operating Costs
in the manner provided in this subsection (c).

Operating Costs for each and every Lease Year during the Lease Term
include, without limitation, the costs of providing or performng the following:

(A) maintenance and repair, but not replacement of, the
heating, ventilation, air conditioning, plumbing and electrical systems, life
safety equipment, telecommunication and other equipment furnished by
the Lessor, elevators and fire detection systems, including sprinkler

system, and replacement of regularly scheduled replacement components
within such system, e.g., light bulbs, filters, belts, etc.;

(B) trash disposal;

(C) Janitorial Services;

(D) Insurance Premiums paid or incurred for the Insurance
policies maintained by the Lessor pursuant to Section i 9 hereof;
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(E) Property Taxes, assessments and fees (other than those due

as a result of the transfer of the Premises by the Lessor to any party other
than the Lessee) which are levied upon the use or own,ership of the
Premises; provided, however, that the Lessee shall remain responsible for
all of such taxes, assessments and fees in the event the Lessee assigns this
Lease Agreement or subleases the Premises as provided herein; provided,
further, that such taxes, assessments and fees shall not include (1) any

taxes accruing that are abated pursuant to Section 9 hereof; (2) any taxes

attributable to alterations and/or improvements to the Premises without the
prior written consent of the Lessee; or (3) any tax increase attributable to a
transfer of ownership without the Lessee's written consent, which increase
shall thereafter remain the liabilty of the Lessor;

(F Utilty Costs, including water, sewer, gas and electricity
charges of every kind and nature and other publicly mandated services to
the Premises;

(G) management fees incurred by the Lessor in connection with
the carying out of this Lease Agreement and the compliance with the

terms hereof, provided, however that such management fees for each of
the first five Lease Years shall be equal to 3% of the Rental Payments
required to be paid by the Lessee in each such Lease Year, and thereafter
during the remaining Lease Term shall be equal to 4% of the Rental

Payments required to be paid by the Lessee during each subsequent Lease
Year or market rates for management of similar properties within the area,
if less;

(H) cost of salares, accrued vacation, insurance and benefits,

and the employer's portion of payroll taxes, and a third-pary payroll
processing fee not to exceed 5% of payroll for all persons employed in
connection with the operation and maintenance of the Premises (minus the
pro-rata portion of such costs allocable to any time spent by such
employees on matters other than the Premises, such pro-rata costs to be
detailed (as projected) in Estimated Operating Costs, subject to the
Lessee's prior approval); and

(I) cost of Workers' Compensation Insurance (and, when
required by law, compulsory Non-Occupational Disability Insurance) for
all persons employed in connection with the operation and maintenance of
the Premises (minus the pro-rata portion of such costs allocable to any
time spent by such employees on matters other than the Premises, such
pro-rata costs to be detailed (as projected) in Estimated Operating Costs,
subject to the Lessee's reasonable prior approval).

Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, the Lessee reserves the
right to challenge the Lessor's Operating Costs, to the extent such Operating

Costs are not commercially reasonable for properties similar to the Premises
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within the City of Los Angeles consistent with Building Owners and Managers
Association standards. The Lessor covenants and agrees to require that the
Lessee shall be named as a third-pary beneficiary with respect to any contract or
agreement for the management, maintenance and operation of the Premises.

Operating Costs shall not include the following costs:

(A) depreciation of the Premises;

(B) legal and consulting fees and other costs incurred in
connection with negotiations or disputes with present or prospective

tenants or other occupants of the Premises;

(C) the cost of any capital improvements made to the Premises
without the Lessee's written consent;

(D) rentals and other related expenses incurred in leasing air
conditioning systems, elevators or other equipment ordinarly considered
to be of a capital nature except equipment not affixed to the Premises

which is used in providing the Janitorial Services;

(E) any other expenses which, in accordance with generally
accepted accounting principles, consistently applied, would not normally
be treated as operating expenses by landlords of comparable Type or
Type II, Class A buildings in the City of Los Angeles;

(F) fees relating to any ground leases;

(G) the costs associated with the remediation or mitigation of
Hazardous Substances, except to the extent that the presence of such
Hazardous Substances is attributable to actions or omissions of the Lessee
or Lessee's agents, employees, subtenants, invitees, guests or contractors

(but excluding the Lessor and Lessor's agents, employees, contractors,
consultants or subcontractors), which shall be paid solely by the Lessee;

(H) replacement of the heating, ventilation, air conditioning,
plumbing and electrical systems, life safety equipment, telecommunication
and other equipment furnished by the Lessor, elevators and fire detection
systems, including sprinkler system, the roof or other capital items;

(I) replacement of the Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment;

(1) except as otherwise expressly provided herein:

(1) cost of gross salary and wages, payroll taxes,
insurance, worker's compensation, pension benefits and any other
benefits of the Lessor's supervisory and office personnel;

12



(2) general accounting and reporting services, as such
services are considered to be within the reasonable scope of the
Lessor's responsibilities to the Lessee, and except for such services
with respect to the Premises as are permtted above;

(3) cost of forms, stationery, ledgers and other supplies

and equipment used in the Lessor's office, except for such items as
are specifically required for, or proprietary to, the Premises;

(4) cost or pro-rata cost of telephone and general office

expenses incurred on the Premises by the Lessor for the operation
and management of properties other than the Premises;

(5) cost or pro-rata cost of data processing equipment,
whether located at the Premises or at the Lessor's office;

(6) cost or pro-rata cost of data processing provided by

computer service companies;

(7) cost of all bonuses, incentive compensation, profit

sharing or any pay advances to employees employed by the Lessor
in connection with the operation and management of the Premises;

(8) cost of automobile purchases and/or rentals, unless
and to the extent the automobile is being provided by or for the
exclusive benefit of the Lessee;

(9) costs attributable to claims, losses and liabilities

arising from (y) any breach of this Lease Agreement by the Lessor
or (z) the negligence, recklessness, wilful misconduct, fraud or
criminal acts of the Lessor's employees, agents, contractors,
subcontractors;

(10) costs for meals, travel and hotel accommodations
for the Lessor's office personnel who travel to and from the
Premises;

(11) cost of obtaining and maintaining such licenses and

qualifications to do business in the State of California; and

(12) earthquake, terrorism, flood and mold insurance
coverage, unless specifically requested by the Lessee as provided
in subsection (d)(ix) of this Section.

(K) costs, including permt, license and inspection costs,
incurred in connection with the installation of tenant improvements for
any tenant in the Premises or incurred in renovating or decorating vacant
space for tenants of or other occupants of the Premises (provided,
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however, that such costs shall constitute Expense Pass-throughs to the
extent permitted under subsection (d)(ii) or (d)(iii) of this Section)

(L) costs of correcting defects in the initial design or
construction of the Premises;

(M) brokerage commssions, space planning costs, finders' fees
and attorney's fees incurred by Lessor in connection with leasing or
attempting to lease space within the Premises; and

(N) any insurance deductibles attributable to claims or damages
during the first Lease Year.

Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrar, the Lessor shall not

establish or maintain a management office in the Office Building unless such
offce is expressly reasonably approved in writing by the Lessee; provided

however, that Lessor is authorized to maintain an office in the Parking Structure
(at no cost to Lessor) in a location reasonably acceptable to the Lessee.

(d) Expense Pass-Throughs. The Lessee covenants and agrees to pay to the
Lessor as an additional component of Additional Rent hereunder all Expense

Pass-throughs within thirty (30) days of the receipt of a statement from the Lessor
providing reasonable detail of the nature and cost of such Expense Pass-through items.
The following costs shall be deemed to be Expense Pass-throughs and shall be the sole
responsibility of the Lessee:

(i) costs incurred in the performance by the Lessor of Janitorial
Services in excess of those services provided pursuant to this Lease Agreement
requested by the Lessee;

(ii) capital improvements and modifications to the Premises
necessitated by changes in laws or required to comply with laws applicable to
public buildings or facilities leased by public agencies following the Lease
Commencement Date; provided that, in the event that the cost of such capital
improvements and modifications described in this subsection (d)(ii) exceeds One
Thousand Dollars ($1,000), Lessee shall have the right to direct Lessor to apply
amounts in the Renewal and Replacement Fund to pay such excess costs, to the
extent of moneys available therein;

(iii) capital improvements and modifications approv.~d by the Lessee

after the Lease Commencement Date, including replacement (other than during
the first Lease Year) of the heating, ventilation, air conditioning, plumbing and
electrical systems, life safety equipment, telecommunication and other equipment,
elevators and fire detection systems, including sprinkler system, the roof and
other capital items;
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(iv) costs incurred by the Lessor as a result of a breach by the Lessee of

any covenants and agreements contained in this Lease Agreement which are
agreed to by, or imposed upon, the paries or pursuant to mediationor judgment;

(v) costs of obtaining extended warranties on certain equipment or
components of the Tenant's Improvements, as available from the manufacturer of
the same, at the option of the Lessee;

(vi) cleaning, repairing and replacing the Furniture, Fixtures and
Equipment;

(vii) the shortfall in investment earings on amounts deposited into the

Reserve Fund for the Bonds (determned after setting aside excess earings to be
rebated to the United State of America), which investment earings wil be added
to the Lessee's Base Rent to pay the principal of and interest on the Bonds;
provided, however, the Lessee's obligations pursuant to this clause (vii) shall not
exceed the amount of investment earings (determned after setting aside excess
earings to be rebated to the United State of America) projected to be eared on
amounts deposited in the Reserve Fund for the Bonds. The Lessor shall provide
the Lessee with an estimate of the projected investment earings (determned after
setting aside excess earnings to be rebated to the United State of America) upon
the issuance of the Bonds and which investment earings the Lessor and the
Lessee hereby agree are to be applied to supplement the Lessee's Base Rent

payment to pay the principal of and interest on the Bonds. The Lessee shall not
be obligated to make up any shortfall in investment earings (determned after
setting aside excess earnings to be rebated to the United State of America)

attributable to the Lessor's or the Trustee's negligence or wilful misconduct.
Immediately upon receipt of a written demand from the Trustee, but not more
frequently than once every six months, the Lessee shall pay the amount indicated
by the Trustee to be the shortfall in investment earings on the amounts deposited
in the Reserve Fund;

(viii) the Issuer's and Trustee's Extraordinary Costs;

(ix) premiums incurred by the Lessor for earhquake, terrorism, flood
and mold insurance specifically requested in writing by the Lessee during the
Lease Term;

(x) the cost of providing security services for the Premises by the
Lessor specifically requested by in writing by the Lessee and setting forth the
nature of the security services to be provided by the Lessor; and

(xi) any insurance deductibles attributable to claims or damages after

the first Lease Year, subject to the Lessee's rights to apply amounts on deposit in
the Renewal and Replacement Fund for such insurance deductibles pursuant to
Section 7(b) hereof.
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Except with respect to the Expense Pass-throughs identified in clauses (vii) and
(viii) of this subsection (d), if the Lessee objects to either the nature or amount of the
Expense Pass-throughs, the Lessee shall provide a written statement of such objection to
the Lessor within thirty (30) days of the receipt of the Lessor's statement of the Expense
Pass-throughs. If the Lessee fails to provide a written statement of objection to the Lessor
within such thirty (30) day period, the Lessee shall be deemed to have waived its right to
so object. The Lessee and the Lessor shall attempt to resolve the conflict by good faith
negotiation. In the event that the Lessee and the Lessor are not able to resolve the conflict
within thirty (30) days after the Lessee has given the Lessor written objection to the
statement despite their good faith efforts to do so, the dispute shall be submitted to

mediation in compliance with Section 24(m) hereof.

(e) Lessor's Deferred Development Fee. The Lessee and the Lessor have
determned that it would be in the best interests of the Lessee to defer payment of a
portion of the Lessor's development fee and to pay such deferred portion over the Lease
Term to ensure the Premises were designed and constructed in accordance with the
Lessee's requirements. The Lessee hereby agrees, subject to the provisions of Section 9
hereof, to pay the Lessor's Deferred Development Fee, as set forth in Exhibit E hereto,
during the Lease Term. The Lessor's Deferred Development Fee shall be payable

monthly in advance on the first day of each and every month commencing in the second
Lease Year and continuing thereafter throughout the Lease Term, without prior demand;
provided, however, that, the Lessor's Deferred Development Fee shall not be deemed
delinquent and the Lessee shall not be in default hereunder so long as such Lessor's

Deferred Development Fee is paid by the fifteenth (15th) day of the month in which such
Lessor's Deferred Development Fee is due. If any date on which a Lessor's Deferred

Development Fee payment is originally due under this Lease Agreement is not a Business
Day (without regard to the fifteen (15) day grace period described above), then such
Lessor's Deferred Development Fee payment shall be due and payable on the next
succeeding Business Day.

(f) Delinquent Rental Payments. Subject to the fifteen (15) day grace period
provided in Section 6(a) hereof, if payment of any installment of Base Rent or Additional
Rent is not paid when due, the Lessee shall pay the Lessor an amount equal to the lost
interest earings on amounts withdrawn from the Reserve Fund or the Renewal and
Replacement Fund as a result of such delinquent Base Rent or Additional Rent payments.
Such amounts received by the Lessor or any assignee of the Lessor shall be deposited in
the Reserve Fund or the Renewal and Replacement Fund, as appropriate.

(g) Consideration. The Lessee and the Lessor have agreed and determned
that the Rental Payments due under this Lease Agreement represent fair consideration for
the beneficial use and occupancy, and the continued quiet use and enjoyment, of the
Premises by the Lessee for and during each Lease Year. In making such determnation,
consideration has been given to the value of the Premises, other obligations of the paries
under this Lease Agreement, the uses and purposes which may be served by the Premises
and the benefits therefrom which wil accrue to the Lessee and the general public by
reason of the Lessee's use and possession of the Premises.
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(h) Covenant to Budget and Annually Approprie. The Lessee hereby
covenants to take such action as may be necessar to include all Rental Payments due
hereunder in its annual budget and to make the necessary annual appropriations for all
such Rental Payments subject only to Section 9 hereof. The covenants on the par of the
Lessee herein contained shall be deemed to be and shall be construed to be ministerial
duties imposed by law and it shall be the ministerial duty of each and every public
official of the Lessee to take such action and do such things as are required by law in the
performance of such offcial duty of such offcials to enable the Lessee to car out and
perform the covenants and agreements on the par of the Lessee contained in this Lease
Agreement. The obligation of the Lessee to make Rental Payments does not constitute an
obligation of the Lessee for which the Lessee is obligated to levy or pledge any form of
taxation or for which the Lessee has levied or pledged any form of taxation. The
obligation of the Lessee to make Rental Payments does not constitute indebtedness of the
Lessee, the State or any of its political subdivisions within the meaning of any
constitutional or statutory debt limitation or restriction.

(i) No Withholding, Setoff or Counterclaim. Notwithstanding any dispute
between the Lessee and the Lessor hereunder with respect to the Lessor's repair,
maintenance and operation of the Premises, the Lessee shall make all Base Rent
payments, Additional Rent payments under Section 6(c)(iv)(G) hereof, investment
earings shortfall payments under Section 6(d)(vii) hereof and Issuer's and Trustee's
Extraordinary Costs payments under Section 6(d)(viii) hereof when due and shall not
withhold any such payments pending the final resolution of such dispute or for any other
reason whatsoever. The Lessee's obligation to make Base Rent payments, Additional
Rent payments under Section 6(c)(iv)(G) hereof, investment earings shortfall payments
under Section 6(d)(vii) hereof and Issuer's and Trustee's Extraordinar Costs payments
under Section 6(d)(viii) hereof in the amounts and on the terms and conditions specified
hereunder shall be absolute and unconditional without any right of setoff or counterclaim,
subject only to the provisions of Section 9 hereof and except as otherwise expressly

provided herein.

U) Detailed Statements. The Lessor shall, on a monthly basis, provide the
Lessee with a breakdown of the components of the Rental Payments payable hereunder.
The Lessor shall provide, or cause the Trustee to provide, monthly, quarerly and annual
statements to the Lessee reflecting the application of the Rental Payments to the varous
components described in this Lease Agreement and the Indenture. The Lessor shall cause
the Trustee to provide to the Lessee all statements furnished to the Issuer or the Lessor
pursuant to the Indenture.

Section 7. Funds and Reserves.

(a) Revenue Fund. The Lessor shall establish or cause to be established by
the Trustee and held in trust under the Indenture a separate fund designated as the

"Revenue Fund" into which all Rental Payments owed hereunder shall be deposited and
applied as provided in the Indenture.
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(b) Renewal and Replacement Fund. The Lessor shall establish or cause to
be established by the Trustee and held in trust under the Indenture a separate fund

designated as the "Renewal and Replacement Fund" (the "Renewal and Replacement
Fund"). As a component of Additional Rent due under this Lease Agreement, the Lessee
agrees to pay to the Trustee an amount equal to $0.05 per Rentable Square Foot of Office
Space per month commencing in the second Lease Year and continuing thereafter
throughout the Lease Term as shown on Exhibit E hereto for deposit into the Renewal
and Replacement Fund. Amounts payable hereunder for deposit into the Renewal and
Replacement Fund shall be due and payable at the same time and in the same manner as
Base Rent. All interest earings and income on amounts on deposit in the Renewal and

Replacement Fund shall be retained therein. Amounts on deposit in the Renewal and
Replacement Fund shall be applied by the Lessor to fund the repair, refurbishment or
replacement of the Premises not otherwise funded from any other sources pursuant to this
Lease Agreement. The Lessor shall notify the Lessee in writing of any proposed
disbursement or application of amounts on deposit in the Renewal and Replacement Fund
and obtain the Lessee's written consent to such disbursement or application, which
consent shall not be unreasonably delayed, conditioned or withheld by the Lessee. If the
Lessee fails to deliver a written approval of such proposed disbursement or application of
funds in the Renewal and Replacement Fund within thirty (30) days of the Lessor's
delivery of notice to the Lessee outlining the Lessee's basis for such disapproval, then the
disbursement or application of such funds shall be deemed to be disapproved by the
Lessee. In addition to the above uses of the amounts on deposit in the Renewal and
Replacement Fund, such amounts may be, with the prior written consent of the Lessee,
applied to pay any deficiency in amounts available to pay Property Taxes, Utility Costs
and Insurance Premiums, as provided in Section 6(c)(i) hereof to the extent sufficient
amounts are on deposit in the Renewal and Replacement Fund. With the prior written
approval of the Lessee, amounts on deposit in the Renewal and Replacement Fund may
be applied to the payment of any insurance deductible required to be paid by the Lessee
with respect to the insurance maintained pursuant to Section 19 hereof. The Trustee shall
invest all amounts on deposit in the Renewal and Replacement Fund as provided in the
Indenture; provided, however, that upon written notice to the Lessor and the Trustee, the
Lessee may elect, at any time or from time to time, to direct the investment of amounts
on deposit in the Renewal and Replacement Fund, or any portion thereof, subject to the
terms and provisions of the Indenture. On the Lease Termnation Date, all amounts on
deposit in the Renewal and Replacement Fund shall be transferred to, and shall become
the sole property of, the Lessee. The Lessee does not reasonably expect to apply amounts
on deposit in the Renewal and Replacement Fund for the payment of Base Rent due
hereunder.

(c) Project Fund. The Lessor shall establish or cause to be established by the
Trustee and held in trust under the Indenture a separate fund designated as the "Project
Fund" (the "Project Fund") to be maintained in accordance with the Indenture. In
addition, the Lessor shall establish or cause to be established separate accounts within the
Project Fund designated as the "Project Construction Costs Account," and the "Tenant
Improvements and Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment Account." Proceeds of the Bonds
shall be deposited in each of such accounts within the Project Fund and maintained in
accordance with the Indenture. The paries agree that funds on deposit in the Tenant
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Improvements and Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment Account shall not be applied for
Base Improvements Costs, unless the Lessor has obtained the Lessee's prior written
consent to such use.

(d) Reserve Fund. The Lessor shall establish or cause to be established by
the Trustee and held in trust under the Indenture a separate fund designated as the

"Reserve Fund" (the "Reserve Fund") to be maintained in accordance with the Indenture.
Proceeds of the Bonds shall be deposited in the Reserve Fund and maintained in

accordance with the Indenture.

(e) Operating and Maintenance Fund. The Lessor shall establish or cause to
be established by the Trustee and held in trust under the Indenture a separate fund

designated as the "Operating and Maintenance Fund" (the "Operating and Maintenance
Fund") to be maintained in accordance with the Indenture. In addition, the Lessor shall
establish or cause to be established separate accounts within the Project Fund designated
as the "Tax Account," the "Insurance Account," the "Issuer and Trustee Administrative
Fees Account," the "Extraordinary Costs Reserve Account," "the "Deferred Development
Fee Account" and the "Operating Costs Account." Additional Rent shall be deposited in
each of such accounts within the Operating and Maintenance Fund and maintained in
accordance with the Indenture.

(f) Insurance and Condemnation Proceeds Fund. The Lessor shall
establish or cause to be established by the Trustee and held in trust under the Indenture a
separate fund designated as the "Insurance and Condemnation Proceeds Fund" (the
"Insurance and Condemnation Proceeds Fund") to be maintained in accordance with the
Indenture. Insurance and condemnation proceeds shall be deposited to the Insurance and
Condemnation Proceeds Fund and used in accordance with the Indenture.

(g) Capitalized Interest Fund. The Lessor shall establish or cause to be
established by the Trustee and held in trst under the Indenture a separate fund

designated as the "Capitalized Interest Fund" (the "Capitalized Interest Fund") to be
maintained in accordance with the Indenture. Proceeds of the Bonds shall be deposited to
the Capitalized Interest Fund and used in accordance with the Indenture.

Section 8. Use of Premises.

(a) Limitations on Use of Premises.

(i) The Lessor agrees that the Premises (other than the Retail Space)

shall be used by the Lessee as an office building, child care facility and parking
structure for any governmental administrative purpose of the Lessee without
restriction as to the days or hours of any such use (subject to applicable laws,
rules, regulations and codes relating to same and any recorded restrictions or
matter then affecting the Premises).

(ii) Subject to subsection (f) of this Section and applicable laws, rules,

regulations and codes relating to same and any recorded restrictions or matter then
affecting the Premises, the Lessee may use the Premises for any other lawful
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purposes as the Lessee may desire. Not later than sixty (60) days prior to the
change in use of the Premises, the Lessee shall notify the Issuer, the Lessor and
the Trustee of such proposed change in use with suffcient information related to
the change in use. Prior to the effective date of the Lessee's change in use under
this subsection (a)(ii), the Lessee shall deliver or cause to be delivered to the
Issuer, the Lessor and the Trustee a Favorable Opinion of Bond Counsel with
respect to such change in use. All costs incurred by the Issuer, the Lessor, the
Trustee and the Lessee in connection with any change in use permtted hereunder
shall be paid by the Lessee prior to or concurrently with the effective date of such
change in use including, without limitation, costs, fees and expenses (including
reasonable attorneys' fees) in obtaining a Favorable Opinion of Bond CounseL.

(b) Conduct of Operatons. The Lessee covenants to conduct its operations in
such a manner as to keep the sidewalks, drveways, and passageways on or adjacent to
the Premises, and the entrance and stairs to the Premises, clean and free of dirt, debris,
obstacles, graffiti, and any substance or condition which would endanger persons using
the sidewalks, driveways, or passageways; provided, however, that the Lessee's

obligations under this subsection (b) shall not relieve the Lessor of its obligations to

maintain and operate the Premises as provided in this Lease Agreement. The service
entrance area of the Office Building (the "Service Area") serves as a common means of
egress for the Lessor and the Lessee and other users of the Office Building. Other than
an appropriate waste receptacle(s), and, subject to the Lessor's reasonable prior approval,
containers for clean recyclable and returnable containers, the Lessee wil not store or

maintain any food, beverages, or other goods, supplies, materials or equipment of any
kind in the Service Area of the Office Building.

(c) Chemicals, Nuisance and Hazardous Substances. The Lessee covenants
not to injure, overload the capacity of the Facilities, or deface the Premises, nor permt on
the Premises any inflammable fluids or chemicals (other than a limited amount of fluids
and chemicals customarly used for cleaning purposes, unless the Lessor otherwise
permts the same in writing) or any nuisance or emission therefrom of any objectionable
noise or odor, nor permt any use of the Premises which is improper, offensive, contrary
to law or ordinance, or liable to invalidate (or increase the premiums for) any insurance
on the Premises or its contents or liable to render necessary any alterations or additions to
the Premises. The Lessee shall not permt to be released on the Premises any Hazardous
Substances and wil comply with the provisions of Section 23(c) hereof. If for any reason
the Lessee's use of the Premises results in an increase of the premiums for the insurance
of the Lessor, the Lessee shall on demand reimburse the Lessor for all such insurance
premium Increases.

(d) Safe and Sanitary Conditon. The Lessee covenants to keep the Premises
in a safe and sanitary condition and to comply with and to keep the Premises in
compliance with, all legal and insurance requirements now or hereafter existing and as
required by the occupancy or use made of the Premises by the Lessee; provided, however,
that the Lessee's obligations under this subsection (d) shall not relieve the Lessor of its
obligations to maintain and operate the Premises as expressly provided in this Lease
Agreement.
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(e) Misuse of Premises. The Lessee shall not itself use or permit any other
person to use the Premises, or any portion thereof, for any purposes which may materially
damage or har the Premises or any improvements on, or the image or attractiveness
thereof, or for any improper, offensive or immoral use or purpose, or in any manner
which shall constitute waste, nuisance or public annoyance. The Lessee shall conform to,
and cause all persons using or occupying any part of the Premises to comply with, all
public laws, ordinances and regulations from time to time applicable thereto and to
operations thereon. The Lessee covenants and agrees that after the Lessee takes
possession of the Premises and begins to use the Premises, the Lessee shall thereafter
continuously and uninterrptedly use, occupy and do business in the whole of the
Premises during the normal and customary business hours of governmental offices as are
from time to time in effect. Nothing contained in this subsection (e) is intended to limit
or restrict the Lessee's use of the Premises as provided in subsection (a) of this Section.

(f) Employees, Agents, Invitees and Visitors. The Lessee covenants not to
permit any employees, agents, subtenants, invitees, or visitors of the Lessee to violate any
covenant or obligation of the Lessee hereunder.

(g) Tax Covenant. The Lessee hereby covenants and agrees not to make any
use of the Premises which would cause the Bonds to be "federally guaranteed" under
Section 149(b) of the Code or "private activity bonds" as described in Section 141 of the
Code or to take or omit to take any action which would result in the interest component
of the Bonds being included in gross income of the owners thereof for federal income tax
purposes. Other than this Lease Agreement, no other governmental obligations of the
Lessee are being sold, entered into or issued at substantially the same time and sold
pursuant to a common plan of financing which wil be paid out of (or have substantially
the same claim to be paid out of) substantially the same source of funds as the Base Rent.
The Lessee does not expect that the Premises wil be purchased and subsequently sold or
otherwise disposed of before the last scheduled Base Rent payment due under this Lease
Agreement. The Lessee has not created or established, and the Lessee does not expect
that there wil be created or established, any sinking fund, pledged fund or similar fund,

including, without limitation, any arangement under which money, securities or
obligations are pledged directly or indirectly to secure the payment of the Base Rent. In
the event that interest on the Bonds is determned to be includable in gross income of the
owners thereof as a result of a breach by the Lessee of this covenant, the Lessee shall be
solely responsible for the payment of any penalty or settlement amount and any increaséd
cost associated with such interest being taxable. The Lessee covenants and agrees to
execute and deliver a tax certificate concurrently with the issuance and delivery of the
Bonds in form and substance reasonably satisfactory to permit bond counsel to opine that
the interest with respect to the Bonds is excluded from gross income for federal income
tax purposes.

(h) The Lessee shall not exceed the weight limitations for the Premises
prescribed by the plans and specifications provided by the Lessor and shall 

locate safes
and other heavy equipment or items in the Office Building so as to distribute weight in a
manner suitable for the Premises. All damages to the Premises caused by the installation

21



or removal of any property of the Lessee, or done by a Lessee's property while on the
Premises shall be repaired at the expense of the Lessee.

(i) The Lessor will not be responsible for lost or stolen personal property,

money or jewelry from the Premises or public or common areas regardless of whether
such loss occurs when the area is locked against entry or not.

Section 9. Abatement. Following an Abatement Event, the Lessor shall, subject to the
following sentence, diligently proceed to repair or replace the Premises to as nearly as possible
the condition existing prior to the happening of the casualty. The Lessor and the Lessee hereby
agree that the Lessor shall not be obligated to repair or replace the Premises to the extent (a) the
Abatement Event arses from a casualty against which the Lessor is not obligated to provide
insurance coverage pursuant to Section 19 hereof or (b) the cost to repair or replace the Premises
exceeds available insurance proceeds under insurance policies which have been maintained
pursuant to Section 19 hereof. To the extent an Abatement Event causes the entire Premises to
be rendered untenantable, all Rental Payments shall cease as of the date of the Abatement Event
and no further Rental Payments shall accrue until the entire Premises is again ready for
occupancy; provided, however, that to the extent a portion of the Premises is subsequently
restored to tenantable condition and is occupied by the Lessee, the Lessee shall pay all Rental
Payments applicable to such restored and occupied portion of the Premises. In the event that
only a portion of the Premises is rendered untenantable, the Lessee shall be entitled to a
Proportionate Abatement in the Rental Payments due under this Lease Agreement; provided,
however, that such Proportionate Abatement shall not extend to the Lessee's obligation to pay
amounts due and owing by the Lessee pursuant to Sections 6(d)(vii) and 6(d)(viii) hereof and the
asset management fee payments under Section 6(c)(I) hereof. The Lessor and Lessee hereby
agree that the determnation of whether all or any portion of the Premises is available for the use
and occupancy of the Lessee following an Abatement Event shall be made by the Department of
Building and Safety of the City of Los Angeles or such other deparment or agency of the City of
Los Angeles responsible for determning availability for occupancy of the Premises in a
reasonable manner similar to that which is employed in determning whether similar public
buildings are available for use and occupancy and evidenced by the issuance or continuing
validity of a certificate of occupancy for the Premises (or its equivalent), which determnation
shall be binding upon the paries hereto. In the event the City of Los Angeles or its departments
and agencies are unable to make a determnation of the availability of the Premises for use and
occupancy within thirty (30) days after the filing of a request for such determination by the
Lessor or the Lessee, any other public agency with building code enforcement capability with
respect to the Premises may make such a determnation, which determnation shall be binding
upon the paries hereto. The Lessor shall apply for all necessary permts and commence the
repair and restoration of the Premises within 120 days of the Abatement Event; provided,
however, that such period shall be extended if the Lessor is prevented from commencing the
repair and restoration of the Premises as a result of a force majeure event as provided in
Section 22(g) hereof. Commencement of the repair and restoration shall require (a) notification
of the appropriate insurance company (or companies) and (b) the placing or bidding of the
necessary work order(s) and/or contract(s) for obtaining the labor and materials to accomplish
the repair and restoration. The Lessor will be responsible for securing the area to prevent injury
to persons and/or vandalism to the Facilities and the Lessee shall comply with all such actions
taken by the Lessor relating to same; the actual costs for said activities shall be reimbursed to the
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Lessor from any insurance proceeds permtted to be so expended. If the Lessor should fail
thereafter to pursue said repair and restoration work with reasonable diligence to completion, the
Lessee may give the Lessor thirty (30) days' prior written notice and thereafter perform or cause
to be performed the restoration work and deduct the cost thereof in excess of the insurance
proceeds from the Renewal and Replacement Fund as a charge against the Lessor.

In the event the Lessor commences the repair and restoration, any proceeds of insurance
deposited with the Lessee or the Trustee shall be paid out to the Lessor or its contractor in
accordance with the progress of the repair and restoration. Any insurance proceeds in excess of
the amount required to restore the Premises to a tenantable condition and available for use and
occupancy by the Lessee shall be deposited into the Renewal and Replacement Fund and applied
in accordance with the provisions governing such Renewal and Replacement Fund. In the event
the Lessor refuses to commence the repair and restoration of the Premises and the Lessee elects
not to undertake such repair and restoration of the Premises, then any proceeds of insurance
deposited with the Trustee or the Lessee shall be applied to the prepayment of the outstanding
Bonds; provided, however, that in the event the insurance proceeds received by the Lessor o~ the
Trustee are attributable to damage or destruction of a portion of the Premises and the Base Rent
payable under this Lease Agreement after such prepayment would not be suffcient to pay the
remaining principal and interest represented by the Bonds, such insurance proceeds shall not be
applied to the prepayment of the outstanding Bonds but shall instead be applied to the repair and
restoration of the Premises. Any excess insurance proceeds shall be deposited in the Renewal
and Replacement Fund after payment of all necessar expenses and the Lessor shall have no
claim to any portion of such proceeds.

In the event an Abatement Event causes the entire Premises to be rendered untenantable,
and there are insufficient insurance proceeds to repair or restore the Premises to tenantable

condition, the Lessee may, in its sole and absolute discretion, deposit sufficient funds with the
Trustee to cover such deficiency. Such funds shall be paid out to the Lessor or its contractor in
accordance with the progress of the repair and restoration of the Premises as provided in the
preceding paragraph. If the Lessee elects in its sole and absolute discretion not to fund such
shortfall, then any insurance proceeds shall be deposited with the Trustee as provided in the
Indenture and applied to the prepayment of the Bonds.

Section 10. Lessee's Fixtures. The Lessee and any sublessee may at any time and from

time to time in its sole discretion, and at its sole expense, install or permt to be installed,
additional items of equipment or other personal property in or upon the Office Building in
addition to the Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment which are part initially installed by the Lessor
as par of the Premises, provided such installation does not affect the building systems or
structural portions of the Premises. All such additional property shall remain the sole personal
property of the Lessee. The Lessor agrees that the Lessee may remove, at its own expense, at
any time during the Lease Term, all such other personal property of the Lessee; provided,
however, that any such removal shall not cause any damage to the Offce Building or that the
Lessee shall, at its own expense, repair any such damage caused thereby.
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Section 11. Repair, Maintenance and Replacement.

(a) The Lessor warants that the entire Premises, including but not limited to
the Offce Building and the Parking Structure, shall be free of defects and all building
systems shall be fully operational in accordance with manufacturers' specifications for a
period of one year from the Lease Commencement Date. If a defective item or
component of the Premises requires repair or replacement within one-year of the Lease
Commencement Date, the Lessor shall, at its sole cost and expense, repair or replace such
defective item or component. The Lessor also agrees to keep in good repair, replace and
maintain the Premises during the entire Lease Term and shall, as provided in Section 7(b)
hereof, apply amounts on deposit in the Renewal and Replacement Fund or otherwise
charge the Lessee as Expense Pass-throughs for such repair, replacement and
maintenance costs in accordance with the terms of this Lease Agreement. The Lessor
agrees to obligate any general or subcontractor hired by the Lessor to waranties and
guarantees of workmanship imposed by state law or state agency at the time of

contracting. The Lessor shall use its best efforts to make the benefits of any warranty and
guarantee of any contract or subcontract for the construction and installation of the
Premises available to the Lessee (by assignment or otherwise). The Lessor shall assure
that the roof meets the specifications of a 20-year roof and that the installation is
completed by a licensed roofing contractor. The Lessor shall obtain a written
manufacturer's warranty for the roofing material as may be customary in the roofing
industry for comparable materials and applications. The Lessor shall also obtain a
written manufacturer's waranty for the heating, ventilation and air conditioning system
as may be customary for comparable systems. During the Lease Term, the Lessor agrees
to pursue any and all claims against the contractor, any subcontractor or supplier for any
defective component or item relating to the Premises, and shall dilgently enforce the
terms of all warranties provided for the Premises by the contractor, any subcontractor or
supplier. Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, in the event the Lessor fails to
perform its obligations pursuant to this subsection (a), the Lessee may, following prior
written notice to the Lessor specifying the nature of such failure, withhold amounts due
the Lessor as a Deferred Development Fee pursuant to Section 6(e) hereof, and apply
such withheld amounts as an offset to any costs incurred by the Lessee or its
representative in undertaking the obligations imposed on the Lessor pursuant to this
subsection (a). All amounts received by the Lessor or the Trustee from the enforcement
of any warranty or insurance policy shall be deposited in the applicable fund or account
under the Indenture and shall be applied to the repair or replacement of the defective item
or component.

(b) In the event that any portion of the Premises shall require repair or
replacement, the Lessee shall deliver written notice to the Lessor specifying in detail the
required repair or replacement. Concurrently with the delivery of written notice to the
Lessor, the Lessee shall deliver a copy of such written notice to the Trustee. In the event
the Lessor should fail, neglect or refuse to seek and diligently pursue any permits

required or otherwise to commence the repair or replacement of any damaged or
defective portion of the Premises within thirty (30) days after written notice has been
delivered to the Lessor by the Lessee, the Lessee shall provide written notice to the
Trustee of the Lessor's failure to seek and diligently pursue any permts required or
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otherwise to commence such repair and replacement. Within ten (10) Business Days of
the receipt of such written notice, the Trustee shall exercise its remedies provided in the
documents pursuant to which the Bonds were issued and delivered to retain the services
of a Management Company to undertake all of the ongoing services provided by the
Lessor under this Lease Agreement with respect to the Premises. The Trustee shall
provide the Lessor and the .Lessee with the name of the Management Company on the
Business Day following acceptance by the Management Company of its obligations
under this Lease Agreement. Any Management Company retained pursuant to the terms
hereof shall be subject to the reasonable approval of the Lessee.

In the event the Trustee is unable to retain the services of a Management
Company as provided above, the Lessee shall either appoint a Management Company to
assume the ongoing obligations of the Lessor hereunder or undertake such obligations
itself. The Lessee shall provide the Trustee and the Lessor with the name of the

Management Company or a written acknowledgement of its acceptance of the obligations
to operate, maintain, repair and replace the Premises no later than ten (10) days following
the expiration of the time period within which the Trustee is required to retain a
Management Company as provided above.

Upon the appointment of a Management Company pursuant to this subsection (b)
or the acceptance of the operation, maintenance, repair and replacement obligations

hereunder by the Lessee, the Lessor shall be released of all obligations relating to the
operation, maintenance, repair and replacement of the Premises accruing from and after
the date of such appointment or acceptance and not be entitled to any future Additional
Rent payments relating solely to the operation, maintenance, repair and replacement of
the Premises (other than Additional Rent payments representing the Lessor's Deferred
Development Fee pursuant to Section 6(e) hereof). In the event the Lessee has assumed
the obligation to operate, maintain, repair and replace the Premises, the Lessee shall have
no obligation to pay the Additional Rent relating solely to the operation, maintenance,
repair and replacement of the Premises to the Lessor (other than the obligation to pay the
amounts required to be deposited into the Renewal and Replacement Fund, but shall
continue to be obligated to pay Base Rent and other charges payable by the Lessee
hereunder. In the event a Management Company is retained pursuant to the terms of this
subsection (b), such Management Company shall assume all of the Lessor's obligations
to operate, maintain, repair and replace the Premises, including the submission of
statements of Estimated Operating Costs and Actual Operating Costs to the Lessee and
the Lessee shall be obligated to make Additional Rent payments to said Management
Company as if such Management Company were the Lessor.

In the event that any damaged or defective portion of the Premises results in an
emergency, upon the Lessor's failure, neglect or refusal to seek and diligently pursue any
permits required to commence the repair or replacement of any such damaged or
defective portion of the Premises within 24 hours after notice has been delivered by the
Lessee, or fail, neglect or refuse to pursue said repair or replacement work with
reasonable diligence to completion, the Lessee at its sole election may (i) deduct the
reasonable cost of repairing or replacing such damaged or defecti ve portion of the
Premises from the installments of Additional Rent (other than amounts due and owing by
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the Lessee pursuant to Sections 6(d)(vii) and 6(d)(viii) hereof) next due as a charge to the
Lessor without taking any further action, or (ii) repair or replace such damaged or
defective portion of the Premises and deduct the reasonable cost ther~of from the
installments of Additional Rent next due as a charge to the Lessor. In the event the
Lessee elects to repair or replace such damaged or defective portion of the Premises, the
Lessee shall provide the Lessor and the Trustee with a written statement and

accompanying invoices detailing the cost of such repair or replacement.

The term "commence" means that the Lessor shall show reasonably satisfactory
progress in procuring any required permts (to the extent required) or entering into
contracts in pursuance of doing the work. An "emergency" as used herein is defined as
any life threatening situation or in the event the Premises are rendered unusable because
of a utility disruption, including, without limitation, the HV AC system, water, electricity
and sewer lines or more than one elevator in each of the Office Building is inoperable.

The Lessee shall defend, indemnify and hold the Lessor and the Lessor Parties
harless from any and all claims, damages, judgments, suits, causes of action or
liabilities in connection with or as a result of the Lessee's or the Management Company's
failure to adequately maintain, repair and replace the Premises after the termnation of the
Lessor's obligations to maintain, repair and replace the Premises. The Lessee shall, at its
sole cost and expense, ensure that the maintenance, repair and replacement of the

Premises after the termination of the Lessor's obligations with respect to the same is
performed in accordance with the same standards established in this Lease Agreement,
regardless of whether such maintenance, repair or replacement is performed by the
Lessee or a Management Company.

(c) In the event that any of the items required to be maintained and repaired

by the Lessor under the provisions of this Section are protected by waranties or
guarantees, the Lessor or the Lessor's successors in interest shall assign to the Lessee the
benefit of such protection thereunder to the extent the Lessor is entitled to make such
assignment by the terms and conditions of such waranties or guarantees.

(d) Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, subject to the Lessee's
indemnity obligations set forth in subsection (b) of this Section, the Lessee may elect at
any time (including prior to the Lease Commencement Date) to assume responsibility for
all aspects of the operation and maintenance of the Premises (the effective date of such
assumption of responsibility being herein referred to as the "Transfer Date"). No later
than sixty (60) days prior to the Transfer Date, the Lessee shall deliver to the Lessor and
the Trustee written notice of its election to assume responsibility for the operation and
maintenance of the Premises. If the Lessee timely and properly exercises its right to
assume the operation and maintenance of the Premises pursuant to this subsection (d),
then the Lessor shall be released from all obligations relating to the operation,
maintenance, repair and replacement of the Premises accruing from and after the Transfer
Date (including Lessor's obligations to insure the Premises which obligations shall
conclusively be deemed to have been assumed by the Lessee). On and after the Transfer
Date, the amount of Additional Rent required to be paid by the Lessee under this Lease
Agreement shall consist of a management oversight fee equal to one percent (1 %) of the
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annual Base Rent due under this Lease Agreement and the Lessor's Deferred
Development Fee pursuant to Section 6(e) hereof.

Section 12. Assignment by Lessor.

(a) The Lessor may assign, transfer, mortgage, hypothecate or encumber the

Lessor's right, title and interest in and to this Lease Agreement or any portion thereof
(including the right to receive Rental Payments but excluding its duties and obligations
hereunder), and the Lessor may execute any and all instruments providing for the
payment of Rental Payments directly to an assignee or transferee, but only if the
conditions set forth in subsections (b), (d) and (g) of this Section are met. Any document
or agreement purporting to collaterally assign, transfer, mortgage, hypothecate or
encumber the Lessor's right, title and interest in and to this Lease Agreement or any
portion thereof, is hereinafter referred to as a "Security Agreement." Any Security
Agreement which is executed without full compliance with the requirements of this
Section shall be void.

(b) Each assignee or transferee under the Security Agreement shall certify and

agree in writing that such assignee or transferee has read and is familiar with the
requirements of Sections 5950-5955 of the California Government Code, which prohibit
the offer or sale of any security constituting a fractional interest in this Lease Agreement
of any portion thereof, without the prior written consent of the Lessee.

(c) Violation by the Lessor of the provisions of Section 5951 of the California

Government Code wil constitute a material breach of this Lease Agreement, upon which
the Lessee may impose damages in an amount equal. to the greater of (i) $500,000 or
(ii) 10% of the aggregate principal portion of all Base Rent payments payable by the
Lessee during the entire Lease Term, it being expressly agreed that the aforesaid amount
shall be imposed as liquidated damages, and not as a forfeiture or penalty. It is further
specifically agreed that the aforesaid amount is presumed to be the amount of damages
sustained by reason of any such violation, because from the circumstances and nature of
the violation it would be impracticable and extremely diffcult to fix actual damages. In
addition, the Lessee may exercise or pursue any other right or remedy it may have under
this Lease Agreement or applicable law. The Lessee hereby agrees and acknowledges
that distributions of profits by the Lessor to its constituent members, parners and/or
shareholders shall not constitute a violation of Section 5951 of the California

Government Code.

(d) The Lessor shall give the Lessee notice and a copy of each Security
Agreement and any other instrument relating thereto (including, but not limited to,
instruments providing for the payment of Rental Payments directly to an assignee or
transferee) at least two weeks prior to the effective date thereof.

(e) The Lessor shall not furnish any information concerning the Lessee or the

subject matter of this Lease Agreement (including, but not limited to, offering
memoranda, financial statements, economic and demographic information, and legal
opinions rendered by the Office of the County Counsel) to any person or entity, except
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with the Lessee's prior written consent which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld,
conditioned or delayed; provided however, nothing contained herein shall restrict the
Lessor from disclosing such information as may be required by law or to its employees,
agents, consultants, accountants or attorneys. In addition, without violating the

provisions of this Section, the Lessor may use and distribute, or cause to be distributed by
the underwriters for the Bonds, any of the information referred to in this subsection (e).

(f) The provisions of this Section shall be binding upon and applicable to the

paries hereto and their respective successors and assigns. Whenever in this Section the
Lessor is referred to, such reference shall be deemed to include the Lessor's successors or
assigns, and all covenants and agreements by or on behalf of the Lessor herein shall bind
and apply to the Lessor's successors and assigns whether so expressed or not.

(g) After the issuance of the Bonds and, so long as the Bonds are outstanding

and the insurer of the Bonds is not in default in its payment obligations under the Bonds,
the Lessor may not assign, transfer, mortgage, hypothecate or encumber the Lessor's
right, title and interest in and to this Lease Agreement or any portion thereof (including
the right to receive Rental Payments but excluding its duties and obligations hereunder)
without the written consent of the insurer of the Bonds.

(h) Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary and subject to the terms

of the Indenture, the Lessor may assign its right to receive the management fee provided
in Section 6(c)(iv)(G) hereof and the Lessor's Deferred Development Pee pursuant to
Section 6(e) hereof to the members of the Lessor, an entity controlled by the members of
the Lessor or a trust formed by the members of the Lessor for the benefit of the members
of the Lessor and their immediate famly.

Section 13. Lessor's Access. Upon the delivery of reasonable prior notice (except in the
event of an emergency or regularly scheduled service, in which case no notice shall be required),
the Lessee agrees to permt the Lessor or the Lessor's authorized agents free access to the
Premises at all reasonable times for the purpose of inspection or for making necessary

improvements or repairs and/or otherwise as may be necessary for the Lessor to perform its
obligations hereunder. In addition, Lessor or Lessor's agents shall have access to the Premises in
the event of an emergency. An "emergency" as used herein is defined as any life threatening
situation or in the event the Premises are rendered unusable because of a utility disruption,
including, without limitation, the HV AC system, water, electricity and sewer lines or more than
one elevator is inoperable.

Section 14. Default.

(a) Default by the Lessee. (A) If the Lessee shall fail (1) to pay any Rental
Payments payable hereunder when the same becomes due and payable, time being
expressly declared to be of the essence in this Lease Agreement; or (2) to keep, observe
or perform any other term, covenant or condition contained herein to be kept or
performed by the Lessee; or (B) upon the happening of any of the events specified in
subsection (b) of this Section, the Lessee shall be deemed to be in default hereunder and,
it shall be lawful for the Lessor to exercise any and all remedies available pursuant to law
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or granted pursuant to this Lease Agreement. The Lessee shall in no event be in default
in the observance or performance of any covenant, condition or agreement in this Lease
Agreement on its par to be observed or performed, other than as referred to in
clause (A)(1) or (B) of this subsection (a), unless the Lessee shall have failed, for a period
of thirty (30) days or such additional time as is reasonably required, to correct any such
default after notice by the Lessor to the Lessee properly specifying wherein the Lessee
has failed to perform any such covenant, condition or agreement. The Lessee shall in no
event be in default in the observance or performance of any covenant, condition or

agreement in this Lease Agreement on its part to be observed or performed under

clause (A)(l) of this subsection (a), unless the Lessee shall have received written notice
from the Lessor of its failure to pay any such Rental Payment and failed, for a period of
ten (10) days thereafter, to pay such Rental Payment. Any notice required or given under
this Section shall be in lieu of and not in addition to any notice required under

Section 1161 et seq. of the California Code of Civil Procedure. Upon any such default,
the Lessor, in addition to all other rights and remedies it may have at law, shall have the
option to do any of the following:

(i) To termnate this Lease Agreement in the manner hereinafter
provided on account of default by the Lessee, notwithstanding any re-entr or

re-Ietting of the Premises as hereinafter provided for in subparagraph (ii) of this
subsection (a), and to re-enter the Premises and remove all persons in possession
thereof and all personal property whatsoever situated upon the Premises and place
such personal property in storage in any warehouse or other suitable place located
within the geographical boundares of the Lessee, for the account of and at the
expense of the Lessee. In the event of such termnation, the Lessee agrees to

surrender immediately possession of the Premises, without let or hindrance, and
to pay the Lessor all damages recoverable at law that the Lessor may incur by
reason of default by the Lessee, including, without limitation, any costs, loss or
damage whatsoever arsing out of, in connection with, or incident to any such
re-entry upon the Premises and removal and storage of such property by the
Lessor or its duly authorized agents in accordance with the provisions herein

contained. Neither notice to pay Rental Payments or to deliver up possession of
the Premises given pursuant to law nor any entry or re-entry by the Lessor nor any
proceeding in unlawful detainer, or otherwise, brought by the Lessor for the
purpose of affecting such re-entry or obtaining possession of the Premises nor the
appointment of a receiver upon initiative of the Lessor to protect the Lessor's
interest under this Lease Agreement shall of itself operate to termnate this Lease
Agreement, and no termnation of this Lease Agreement on account of default by
the Lessee shall be or become effective by operation of law or acts of the paries
hereto, or otherwise, unless and until the Lessor shall have given written notice to
the Lessee of the election on the par of the Lessor to termnate this Lease

Agreement. The Lessee covenants and agrees that no surrender of the Premises or
of the remainder of the term hereof or any termnation of this Lease Agreement
shall be valid in any manner or for any purpose whatsoever unless stated or

accepted by the Lessor by such written notice.
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(ii) Without termnating this Lease Agreement, (A) to collect each
Rental Payment as it becomes due and enforce any other terms or provisions
hereof to be kept or performed by the Lessee, regardless of whether or not the
Lessee has abandoned the Premises or (B) to exercise any and all rights of entry
and re-entry upon the Premises. In the event the Lessor does not elect to
terminate this Lease Agreement in the manner provided for in subparagraph (i) of
this subsection (a), the Lessee shall remain liable and agrees to keep or perform
all covenants and conditions herein contained to be kept or performed by the
Lessee and, if the property is not re-Iet, to pay the full amount of the Rental
Payments to the end of the term of this Lease Agreement or, in the event that the
Premises is re-Iet, to pay any deficiency in Rental Payments that results
therefrom; and further agrees to pay said Rental Payments and/or deficiency in
Rental Payments punctually at the same time and in the same manner as
hereinabove provided for the payment of Rental Payments hereunder,

notwithstanding the fact that the Lessor may have received in previous year or
may receive thereafter in subsequent years rental in excess of the Rental Payments
herein specified, and notwithstanding any entry or re-entry by the Lessor or suit in
unlawful detainer, or otherwise, brought by the Lessor for the purpose of effecting
such re-entry or obtaining possession of the Premises. Should the Lessor elect to
re-enter as herein provided, the Lessee hereby irrevocably appoints the Lessor as
the agent and attorney-in-fact of the Lessee to re-Iet the Premises, or any par
thereof, from time to time, either in the Lessor's name Of otherwise, upon such
terms and conditions and for such use and period as the Lessor may deem
advisable and to remove all persons in possession thereof and all personal
property whatsoever situated upon the Premises and to place such personal

property in storage in any warehouse or other suitable place located within the
geographical boundares of the Lessee, for the account of and at the expense of
the Lessee, and the Lessee hereby indemnifies and agrees to save harless the

Lessor from any costs, loss or damage whatsoever arsing out of, in connection
with, or incident to any such re-entry upon and re-Ietting of the Premises and
removal and storage of such property by the Lessor or its duly authorized agents
in accordance with the provisions herein contained. The Lessee agrees that the
terms of this Lease Agreement constitute full and suffcient notice of the right of
the Lessor to re-Iet the Premises in the event of such re-entry without effecting a
surrender of this Lease Agreement, and further agrees that no acts of the Lessor in
effecting such re-Ietting shall constitute a surrender or termination of this Lease
Agreement irrespective of the use or the term (subject to the preceding sentence)
for which such re-Ietting is made or the terms and conditions of such re-Ietting, or
otherwise, but that, on the contrary, in the event of such default by the Lessee the
right to termnate this Lease Agreement shall vest in the Lessor to be effected in
the sole and exclusive manner provided for in subparagraph (i) of this
subsection (a). The Lessee further waives the right to any rental obtained by the
Lessor in excess of the Rental Payments herein specified and hereby conveys and
releases such excess to the Lessor as compensation to the Lessor for its services in
re-Ietting the Premises. The Lessee agrees to return the Premises to the Lessor in
as good condition as when delivered, ordinary wear and tear, damage by
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earhquake, fire or the elements and other disaster excepted; provided, however,
this shall not relieve the Lessee of any damages and costs incurred by the Lessor
to mitigate damages in the event of a default by the Lessee hereunder.

The Lessee hereby waives any and all claims for damages caused or which may
be caused by the Lessor in re-entering and taking possession of the Premises as herein
provided and all claims for damages that may result from the destruction of or injury to
the Premises and an claims for damages to or' loss of any property belonging to the
Lessee, or any other person, that may be in or upon the Premises.

Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrar, future Base Rent payments due
hereunder shall not be accelerated and become immediately due and payable upon a
default by the Lessee hereunder. The Lessor shall be required to sue for each Base Rent
payment as each such payment becomes due under this Lease Agreement.

(b). Bankruptcy of Lessee. If (i) the Lessee's interest in this Lease Agreement
or any part thereof be assigned or transferred, either voluntarly or by operation of law or
otherwise, without the written consent of the Lessor, as hereinafter provided for; (ii) the
Lessee or any assignee shall fie any petition or institute any proceeding under any act or
acts, state or federal, dealing with or relating to the subject or subjects of bankrptcy or
insolvency, or under any amendment of such act or acts, either as a bankrpt or as an
insolvent, or as a debtor, or in any similar capacity, wherein or whereby the Lessee asks
or seeks or prays to be adjudicated a bankpt, or is to be discharged from any or all of
the Lessee's debts or obligations, or offers to the Lessee's creditors to effect a
composition or extension of time to pay the Lessee's debts or asks, seeks or prays for
reorganization or to effect a plan of reorganization, or for a readjustment of the Lessee's
debts, or for any other similar relief, or if any such petition or any such proceedings of
the same or similar kind or character be fied or be instituted or taken against the Lessee,
or if a receiver of the business or of the property or assets of the Lessee shall be

appointed by any court, except a receiver appointed at the instance or request of the
Lessor, or if the Lessee shall make a general assignment for the benefit of the Lessee's
creditors; or (iii) the Lessee shan abandon the Premises, then the Lessee shall be deemed
to be in default hereunder.

(c) Remedies Not Exclusive. In addition to the other remedies set forth in this
Section, upon the occurrence of an event of default as described in this Section, the
Lessor and its successors and assigns shall be entitled to proceed to protect and enforce
the rights vested in the Lessor and its assignee by this Lease Agreement or by law. The
provisions of this Lease Agreement and the duties of the Lessee and of its board, officers
or employees shall be enforceable by the Lessor or its assignee by mandamus or other
appropriate suit, action or proceeding in any court of competent jurisdiction. Without
limiting the generality of the foregoing, the Lessor and its assignee shall have the right to
bring the following actions:

(i) Accounting. By action or suit in equity to require the Lessee and
its board, officers and employees and its assigns to account as the trustee of an
express trust.
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(ii) Injunction. By action or suit in equity to enjoin any acts or things

which may be unlawful or in violation of the rights of the Lessor or its assignee.

(iii) Mandamus. By mandamus or other suit, action or proceeding at
law or in equity to enforce the Lessor's or its assignee's rights against the Lessee
(and its board, officers and employees) and to compel the Lessee to perform and
cary out its duties and obligations under the law and its covenants and

agreements with the Lessee as provided herein.

Each and all of the remedies given to the Lessor hereunder or by any law now or
hereafter enacted are cumulative and the single or parial exercise of any right, power or
privilege hereunder shall not impair the right of the Lessor to other or further exercise

thereof or the exercise of any or all other rights, powers or privileges. The term "re-Iet"
or "re-Ietting" as used in this Section shall include, but not be limited to, re-Ietting by
means of the operation by the Lessor of the Premises. If any statute or rule of law validly
shall limit the remedies given to the Lessor hereunder, the Lessor nevertheless shall be
entitled to whatever remedies are allowable under any statute or rule of law.

In the event the Lessor shall prevail in any action brought to enforce any of the
terms and provisions of this Lease Agreement, the Lessee agrees to pay for the
reasonable attorney's fees and costs of suit incurred by the Lessor in attempting to

enforce any of the remedies available to the Lessor hereunder.

(d) Default by the Lessor. (i) If the Lessor shall fail to keep, observe or
perform any term, covenant or condition contained herein to be kept or performed by the
Lessor; or (ii) if the Lessor or any assignee shall fie any petition or institute any
proceeding under any act or acts, state or federal, dealing with or relating to the subject or
subjects of bankrptcy or insolvency, or under any amendment of such act or acts, either
as a bankrpt or as an insolvent, or as a debtor, or in any similar capacity, wherein or
whereby the Lessor asks or seeks or prays to be adjudicated a bankrpt, or is to be

discharged from any or all of the Lessor's debts or obligations, or offers to the Lessor's
creditors to effect a composition or extension of time to pay the Lessor's debts or asks,
seeks or prays for reorganization or to effect a plan of reorganization, or for a

readjustment of the Lessor's debts, or for any other similar relief, or if any such petition
or any such proceedings of the same or similar kind or character be fied or be instituted
or taken against the Lessor, or if a receiver of the business or of the property or assets of
the Lessor shall be appointed by any court, except a receiver appointed at the instance or
request of the Lessor, or if the Lessor shall make a general assignment for the benefit of
the Lessor's creditors upon the happening of any of the events specified in subsection (ii),
the Lessor shall be deemed to be in default hereunder and, it shall be lawful for the
Lessee to exercise any and all remedies available pursuant to law or granted pursuant to
this Lease Agreement.

The Lessor shall not be in default in the performance of any obligation required to
be performed under this Lease Agreement uIIless the Lessor has failed to perform such
obligation within thirty (30) days after the receipt of written notice of default from the
Lessee specifying in detail the Lessor's failure to perform. Concurrently with the
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delivery of written notice to the Lessor, the Lessee shall delivery a copy of such written
notice to the Trustee. The Lessor shall not be deemed to be in default under this Lease
Agreement if (i) the Lessor performs and meets the obligation within the tllirty (30). day
period after notice of default is given, or (ii) the obligation cannot reasonably be

performed within thirty (30) days after notice of default is given, but the Lessor
reasonably commences to cure the default within the thirty (30) day period and diligently
and in good faith continues to cure the default.

In the event the Lessor shall default in the performance of any obligation required
to be performed under this Lease Agreement, the Lessee shall provide written notice to
the Lessor and the Trustee identifying the nature of such default. If the Lessor shall have
failed to cure a default by the Lessor within thirty (30) days after the receipt of written
notice of such default, the Lessee shall deliver notice of such failure to the Lessor and the
Trustee. In the event that the Lessor's default hereunder is the failure to maintain, repair
or replace the Premises, the Lessor and the Lessee hereby agree that the rights and
remedies of the Lessee hereunder with respect to such default shall be as provided in
Section 11 (b) hereof.

In the event that the Lessor's default hereunder is other than its failure to maintain,
repair or replace the Premises, the Lessor and the Lessee hereby agree that within ten (10)
Business Days of the receipt of notice of the failure of the Lessor to cure such default, the
Trustee shall have the right, but not the obligation, to cure such default under this Lease
Agreement, and the Lessee shall accept such performance by the Trustee as if the same
had been made by the Lessor, subject to all of the terms and conditions of this Lease
Agreement. In the event the Trustee elects to cure such default, it shall give the Lessee
written notice of its election to cure such default within such period and shall commence
such cure and diligently proceed to cure the default. Any contractor retained by the
Trustee to perform any obligation of the Lessor shall be subject to the reasonable

approval of the Lessee.

If the Lessor shall have failed to cure or diligently pursue the cure of a default
hereunder and the Trustee shall not have assumed the obligations of the Lessor hereunder,
the Lessee may, at its election, undertake the cure of such default and deduct the cost of
the same from the Renewal and Replacement Fund, which shall be replenished from
subsequent payments of Additional Rent due under this Lease Agreement. The Lessee
shall provide the Lessor and the Trustee with a written statement and accompanying
invoices detailing the cost of curing such default.

The Lessor and the Lessee agree that there shall be no Abatement of the Base Rent
due under this Lease Agreement as a result of a default by the Lessor in the performance
of the maintenance, repair and replacement of the Premises and that any such Abatement
or offset shall be limited solely to Additional Rent (other than amounts due and owing by
the Lessee pursuant to Sections 6(d)(vii) and 6(d)(viii) hereof).

Except as otherwise provided in Section 4(c) and Section 9 hereof, the Lessee
hereby waives the benefits of Civil Code Sections 1932(1), 1932(2) and 1933(4) and any
and all other rights it may have to termnate this Lease Agreement as a result of an
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Abatement Event hereunder and this Lease Agreement shall continue in full force and
effect.

Section 15. Assignment; Subletting. During the Lease Term, the Lessee shall, subject
to the provisions of Section 8(g) hereof and the further provisions of this Section, have the right
to assign this Lease Agreement or sublease the Premises to the State, any political subdivision of
the State, any municipal corporation or any agency of the State with the prior approval of any
insurer of the Bonds related to the financing of the Premises so long as the Premises is used in
the same manner as provided in Section 8(a) hereof. In addition, so long as the Premises is used
in the same manner as provided in Section 8(a) hereof, the Lessee may, subject to receipt by the
Issuer, the Lessor, the Lessee and the Trustee of a Favorable Opinion of Bond Counsel which
shall be obtained by Lessee at its sole cost and expense, enter into long term leases (leases
greater than thirty (30) days including all renewal options) with any private entity (including the
federal government, not-for-profit corporations, etc.). Within fifteen (15) days of the receipt of
such written request, the Lessor shall notify the Lessee of any additional information it wil
require prior to the delivery of its response required hereunder which shall be obtained by Lessee
at its sole cost and expense. The Lessee agrees to provide or cause to be provided any and all
information requested by the Lessor with respect to any assignee of this Lease Agreement in
connection with the Lessee's request to assign this Lease Agreement or any sublessee of the
Premises in connection with the Lessee's request to sublease the Premises. Approval of any
assignment or sublease shall be given or denied within thirty (30) days of Lessor's receipt of
such additional information (or thirty (30) days after receipt of the Lessee's written request if no
additional information is requested by the Lessór). The failure of the Lessor to reject the
Lessee's written request under this Section within thirty (30) days of the receipt of such

additional information (or thirty (30) days after receipt of the Lessee's written request if no

additional information is requested by the Lessor) shall be conclusively deemed to be consent to
such assignment or sublease; provided, however, such deemed consent shall not constitute a
waiver of the Lessee's obligations to deliver to the Issuer, the Lessor and the Trustee a Favorable
Opinion of Bond Counsel pursuant to this Lease Agreement. Any sublessee of the Lessee
hereunder may not sublease the Premises to any other sublessee. All costs incurred by the
Lessor and the Lessee in connection with any assignment of this Lease Agreement or the
sublease of the Premises shall be paid by the Lessee prior to the effective date of such
assignment or sublease, including, without limitation, costs, fees and expenses in obtaining a
Favorable Opinion of Bond Counsel which the Lessor deems reasonably necessary (which
determination shall be made without reference to the Lessor's obligations under this Lease
Agreement). Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrar, in the event the Premises are
subleased or this Lease Agreement is assigned as provided in this Section, the Lessee shall,
remain primarly responsible for all Rental Payments due hereunder and the Lessor shall have no
obligation to accept any Rental Payments from any sublessee or assignee hereunder. In addition,
in the case of an assignment, the Lessee shall deliver to the Lessor an instrument, executed by
the Lessee and such assignee, in form reasonably acceptable to the Lessor, containing an express
assignment and assumption of all of the Lessee's obligations under the Lease Agreement and in
the case of a sublease, such sublease shall be subject and subordinate to all the terms and

conditions of !his Lease Agreement.

Section 16. Alterations. Neither the Lessor nor the Lessee shall make any structural,
mechanical, electrical or plumbing alterations which may materially affect the Premises' primary
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systems without the prior written consent of the other pary, which consent shall not be

unreasonably withheld. Any party seeking to make structural alterations to the Premises shall
furnish the other party with detailed plans and specifications relating to such structural
alterations concurrently with such written request. The pary from whom such consent Is sought
shall reject such request within thirty (30) days of the receipt of the request or such party's
consent shall be deemed given hereunder. A structural alteration shall be any modification to the
Premises which results in a change in the structural integrity of the Premises or alters the gross
cubic area of the Facilities. Any alterations installed by the Lessee which are "trade fixtures" as
such are defined by the law of eminent domain shall be treated as the Lessee's fixtures in
accordance with the provisions of this Lease Agreement.

Section 17. Notices. Notices desired or required to be given by this Lease Agreement or
by any law now or hereinafter in effect shall be given by enclosing the same in a sealed envelope
with postage prepaid, certified or registered mail, return receipt requested, with the United States
Postal Service.

All such notices and the envelope containing the same shall be addressed to the Lessor as
follows:

ICO Vermont, LLC
c/o ICO Development Corporation
700 South Flower Street, Suite 2450
Los Angeles, California 90017
Attention: Mr. Alexander Moradi, President

with a copy to:

Allen Matkins Leck Gamble & Mallory LLP
515 South Figueroa Street, 7th Floor
Los Angeles, California 90071
Attention: Michael J. Kiely, Esq.

or such other place as may hereinafter be designated in writing by the Lessor except that the
Lessor shall at all times maintain a mailing address in the State.

All notices and the envelope containing the same shall be addressed to the Lessee as
follows:

Board of Supervisors
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration, Room 383
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012
Attention: Executive Offcer/Clerk of the Board

with a copy to:
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Chief Administrative Officer
Real Estate Division
222 South Hill Street, Third Floor
Los Angeles, California 90012
Attention: Director of Real Estate

or such other place as may hereinafter be designated in writing by the Lessee.

Any notice given pursuant to the terms of this Lease Agreement shall be deemed received
on the date of delivery shown upon the United States Postal Service's return receipt for certified
or registered maiL.

Section 18. Condemnation. If the Premises or any portion thereof is taken under the
power of eminent domain or sold under the threat of the exercise of said power (all of which are
herein called "condemnation"), any award for the takng of all or any par of the Premises shall
be the property of the Lessee, to the extent it is compensation for the taking of the fee or as
severance damages or for the Lessee's personal property or any Furniture, Fixtures and
Equipment which comprise a portion of the Premises, and shall be paid to the Trustee to the
extent there are any Bonds outstanding, in an amount sufficient to retire such Bonds and to pay
the Issuer's and Trustee's Extraordinar Costs. The Lessor shaH be entitled to any award related
to the loss of the Lessor's Deferred Development Fee and the opportunity to ear the Additional
Rent provided for in Section 6(c)(iv)(G) hereof. This Lease Agreement shall remain in full force
and effect as to the portion of the Premises remaining except that the Lessee shall be entitled to a
Proportionate Abatement. In the event of a parial taking of the Premises, the Lessor shall use
the proceeds of the condemnation received by the Lessor to restore (to the extent of such
proceeds) the Premises to a complete architectural unit of a quality, appearance and functional
utility at least consistent with the Premises as they existed prior to the taking.

The paries agree that the Lessor and the Lessee shall each receive independently its
relocation assistance.

Section 19. Insurance.

(a) During the period of constrction, installation and equipping of the
Premises, the Lessor shall provide, or cause to be provided, the following forms and
amounts of insurance. Such insurance shall be primar to and not contributing with any
other insurance maintained by the Lessee, and shall name the Lessee and the Trustee as
additional insureds, and shall include, but not be limited to:

(i) Builders Special Form Causes of Loss insurance, but excluding
earhquake, flood, terrorism and mold coverage, covering the entire work, against
loss or damage until completion and acceptance by the Lessee. Insurance shall be
in an amount for the replacement value of the Premises, breach of warranty,
explosion, collapse and underground hazards. Deductibles not exceeding $20,000
will be allowed;
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(ii) Commercial General Liability insurance endorsed for
Premises-Operations, Products/Completed Operations, and Contractual Liability,
with a per occurrence limit of not less than $5,000,000 per occurrence and

$5,000,000 in the aggregate;

(Üi) Business Auto Liability insurance coverage for all owned and
non-owned vehicles with a combined single limit of at least $1,000,000 per
occurrence; and

(iv) a program of Workers' Compensation insurance in an amount and
form to meet all applicable requirements of the Labor Code of the State and which
specifically covers all persons providing services on behalf of Lessor and all risks
to such persons under this Lease Agreement.

(b) During the term of this Lease Agreement, following the Lease
Commencement Date, the following indemnification and insurance requirements shall be
in effect.

(i) the Lessor agrees to indemnify, defend and hold harmless the
Lessee and the Trustee, and their respective agents, officers and employees from
and against any and all liability, claims, loss, damages or expenses (including
disbursements costs and reasonable legal fees), arsing by reason of bodily injury,
death, personal injury, property damage or claims for damages of any nature
whatsoever, arsing from or resulting from the Lessor's ownership or maintenance
of the Premises;

(ii) the Lessee agrees to indemnify, defend and hold harmless the
Lessor, the Management Company and the Trustee, and their respective agents,
officers and employees from and against any and all liability, claims, loss,
damages or expenses (including disbursements costs and reasonable legal fees),
arising by reason of bodily injury, death, personal injury, property damage or
claims for damages of any nature whatsoever, arsing from or resulting from the
Lessee's activities on the Premises;

(iii) during the term of the Lessee's occupancy, the Lessor shall keep

the Premises insured against loss or damage for such perils ordinarily covered
under a Special Form Causes of Loss Coverage, including sprinkler leakage but
excluding earthquake, flood, terrorism or mold coverage in an amount equal to the
lesser of the full replacement value of the Facilities or the outstanding amount of
the Bonds. The replacement value of the Facilities shall be reviewed by the
Lessor at least every 36 months to assure sufficient coverage as required hereby.
The Lessor shall use all reasonable efforts to obtain, to the extent commercially
reasonable and available, from the insurer of the property coverage required under
this subsection, an endorsement or guaranty from the insurer in a form and
substance reasonably acceptable to the Lessee assuring that during the policy

term, the coverage will be suffcient to pay the full cost of repair or replacement
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of the Facilities in the event of a loss insured by the policy. Deductibles not
exceeding $20,000 per occurrence wil be allowed;

(iv) the Lessor shall obtain loss of business income insurance coverage,

including but not limited to Rental Payments and other expenses due in any 36
month period under this Lease Agreement;

(v) the Lessor shall obtain commercial general liability insurance
coverage of not less than $5,000,000 per occurrence and $5,000,000 in the

aggregate for third-pary liability bodily injury and property damage arsing from
the Lessee's activities in the Premises.

(c) In the event the Lessee assumes the Lessor's obligations hereunder to
maintain and operate the Premises as set forth in Section ll(b) hereof, the Lessee, at its
sole option, may from time to time elect to self-insure any or all of the insurance
coverage required by subsection (b)(v) of this Section. To so elect, the Lessee must give
the Lessor thirty (30) days' written notice of its intentions. Thereafter, such election shall
be effective only if the Lessee provides the Lessor with certificates evidencing such

specified coverage at least thirty (30) days prior to the effective date thereof. The Lessee
shall thereafter be relieved of its obligation to maintain commercial insurance in force for
such specified coverage beyond the effective date of the certificate delivered to the
Lessor. By this procedure, the paries intend that there shall be no gap in time for the
required coverage. In the event the Lessee elects to provide self-insurance for the
insurance described in subsection (b)(v) of this Section, the Lessee at its sole cost and
expense shall indemnify and defend the Lessor, the Lessor Paries and the Trustee from
all claims, damages or judgments payable to any third-pary arising from the Lessee's use
and occupancy of the Premises, which obligation shall survive the expiration or earlier
termnation of this Lease Agreement. If the Lessee elects to self-insure coverage, then
the Lessor shall be deemed to be an additional insured on liability coverage, and a
deemed waiver of subrogation shall apply to property insurance, so that the Lessor will
be in the same position it would have been in had the Lessee actually purchased such
insurance from a third pary carer.

(d) The maintenance of insurance by the Lessee required by subsection (b) (v)
of this Section following the assumption by the Lessee of the Lessor's obligations

hereunder to maintain and operate the Premises is to protect the Lessor and the Trustee,
as additional insureds, against any claim for damages or property damage which may
arse from the Lessee's activity on said Premises. Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (b) (v) of this Section, this insurance is not intended to protect the Lessor with
respect to third-pary liability or physical damage or loss attributable to the Lessor's
ownership, maintenance, or use of the Premises. For such liability, damage or loss, the
Lessor agrees to provide such insurance protection.

(e) To the extent the Lessor or the Lessee receives proceeds of insurance for
any losses, damages or liability covered under any policy of commercial insurance
provided by the other pary or their agents, contractors or subcontractors, the Lessor and
the Lessee each hereby waive any and all rights of recovery, including subrogation rights,
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against the other or against the offcers, employees, agents, representatives, contractors

and subcontractors of the other on account of loss or damage occasioned by the waiving
pary, or to its property or the property of others under its control; provicted, however,

such waiver shall not apply to the amount of any deductible. Either pary shall, upon
obtaining any policy of commercial insurance referred to in this Lease Agreement, give
notice to the insurer that the foregoing mutual waiver does not apply to liability, losses.
or damages which are self-insured.

(f) The Lessor, the Lessee, the Trustee and the insurer of the Bonds shall be

named as additional insureds on each of the applicable policies of insurance noted above
provided, however, the obligation to name the Lessee and the insurer of the Bonds and/or
any other paries as additional insureds shall not apply to worker's compensation. The
insurance policy or policies shall be placed only with established and reputable

companies and the premiums therefore shall be commercially reasonable and comparable
with the premiums charged by comparable companies for comparable risk. The proceeds
shall be payable to the Lessor, the Lessee, the Trustee and the insurer of the Bonds as
their interests may appear. The policy or policies shall not be cancelable without thirty
(30) days' prior written notice to the Lessee, the Trustee and the insurer of the Bonds.
The Lessor shall provide written notice to the Lessee of the date of expiration of any
policy maintained pursuant to this Lease Agreement, no earlier than one-hundred twenty
(120) days and no later than ninety (90) days prior to such date of expiration, and shall
provide notice to the Lessee of the alternate policy or policies to be obtained by the
Lessor to ensure compliance with the provisions of this Lease Agreement.

(g) The Lessor shall review the adequacy of the insurance requirements set
forth in this Section annually prior to the submission of the statement of Estimated
Operating Costs for the subsequent Lease Year pursuant to Section 6(c)(iv) hereof,
commencing in the second Lease Year, to ensure that the Premises and Lessor and Lessee
are adequately protected from the risks associated with the potential damage to the
Premises and the operation and management of the Premises and shall provide a written
report to Lessee of such analysis. Lessor may and, at the written request of Lessee shall,
increase the amount of insurance coverage provided in this Section to such levels as
Lessor or Lessee, as applicable, deems reasonably necessary to protect the Premises and
Lessor and Lessee. Coverages and limits are subject to availability on the open market at
reasonable cost as determned by the Lessee's Risk Manager. For requirements to be
relaxed or waived, Lessor's broker or agent must document non-availability. or
non-affordability in a letter to Lessee's Risk Manager. Such letter must show a good
faith effort to place the required insurance, must list the names of the insurance carers
contacted and show the declinations or cost indications received from each. In the event
any insurance required hereunder is determned by Lessee's Risk Manager to be not
available or not available at an affordable cost, Lessor shall not be required to obtain such
insurance during the period it is not available or not affordable, and Lessor shall notify
Lessee and the Trustee of the unavailability or unaffordability of any insurance.
Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, if Lessor becomes aware that any insurance
required hereunder which Lessee's Risk Manager has determned is not available or is
not available at an affordable cost, but is in fact available or is available at an affordable
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cost, from a Reputable Insurance Company, Lessor shall obtain such insurance from such
Reputable Insurance Company.

Section 20. Option to Purchase the Premises.

(a) The Lessee shall have the exclusive right and option, which shall be
irrevocable during the Lease Term, to purchase the Lessor's interest in the Premises on
any Business Day, upon payment of the Purchase Price, but only if the Lessee is not in
default under this Lease Agreement and only in the manner provided in this Section.

(b) The Lessee shall exercise its option to purchase the Premises by giving
notice thereof to the Issuer, the Lessor and the Trustee not later than 30 days prior to the
Business Day on which it desires to purchase the Lessor's interest in the Premises, unless
the Business Day on which the Lessee intends to exercise its option hereunder is, in
accordance with the terms of Section 4.01(a) of the Indenture, a date on which Bonds are
subject to optional prepayment, in which case the Lessee shall give notice to the Issuer,
the Lessor and the Trustee of its intention to exercise its option hereunder not later than
60 days prior to the Business Day on which it desires to purchase the Premises.

(c) If the Business Day on which the Lessee intends to exercise its option

hereunder is, in accordance with the terms of Section 4.01(a) of the Indenture, a date on
which Bonds are subject to optional prepayment, then the Lessee shall deposit with the
Trustee on such purchase date an amount equal to the Purchase Price which amount shall
be in addition to the Base Rent due on such date.

(d) If the Business Day on which the Lessee intends to exercise its option
hereunder is not a date on which Bonds are subject to optional prepayment pursuant to
the terms of the Indenture, then the Purchase Price (other than the Discounted Deferred
Development Fee Component of the Purchase Price) shall be payable in installments.
Each such installment (i) shall be payable at each time at which a payment of Base Rent
would have been payable had such option not been exercised until the due date of the
final installment referred to in the proviso set forth below in this paragraph, and (ii) shall
equal the principal amount of each Base Rent payment referred to in clause (a) above;
provided, however, that the final installment shall be payable on the first date on which
Bonds are subject to optional prepayment pursuant to the terms of the Indenture and shall
be in an amount equal to the Bond Payment Component of the Purchase Price on such
date. Each such installment shall bear interest until paid at a rate equal to the rate which
would have been payable with respect to the payments of Base Rent referred to in
clause (i) of this subsection (d). The Discounted Deferred Development Fee Component
of the Purchase Price shall be paid in its entirety on the purchase date.

(e) In order to secure its obligations to pay the Bond Payment Component
installments referred to in subsection (d) of this Section, the Lessee, concurrently with the
exercise of its option hereunder, shall deposit or cause to be deposited with the Trustee,
in trust, cash or investments of the type described in the Indenture in such amount as wil,
together with the interest to accrue thereon without the need for further investment, be
fully sufficient to pay the installments (including all principal and interest) referred to in
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the immediately preceding paragraph at the times at which such installments are required
to be paid. Such deposit shall be in addition to the Base Rent, if any, due on such date.
The excess, if any, of the amount so deposited over the installments actually required to
be paid by the Lessee shall be remitted to the Lessee.

(f) On any Business Day as to which the Lessee shall properly have exercised

the option granted it pursuant hereto, and shall have paid or made provision (as set forth
in subsection (e) of this Section) for the payment of the required Purchase Price, the
Lessor shall execute and deliver to the Lessee a grant deed conveying to the Lessee or its
nominee the Lessor's interest in the Premises. If the Lessee shall properly exercise the
option provided in this Section with respect to the Premises prior to the expiration of the
Lease Term, and the Lessor shall execute and deliver the grant deed as aforesaid, then
this Lease Agreement shall termnate, but such termnation shall not affect the Lessee's
obligation to pay the Purchase Price on the terms herein set forth.

(g) The Lessee and the Lessor shall take, and the Lessor shall cause the
Trustee to take, all actions necessar to accomplish such prepayment under the

documents pursuant to which the Bonds were issued and delivered.

(h) Concurrently with the close of escrow, the Lessor shall provide or cause to

be provided to the Lessee an ALTA owner's policy of title insurance, in form and from a
title insurance company reasonably acceptable to the Lessee, insuring the record title of
the Premises in an amount equal to the applicable purchase price, free and clear of all
adverse claims and encumbrances, other than the Sublease Agreement (to the extent the
Sublease Agreement is stil in effect), any covenants, conditions, reservations, easements,
rights and rights of way of record as of the date of execution of this Lease Agreement or
thereafter imposed with the Lessee's consent or otherwise caused or permtted to be
caused by the Lessee;

(i) The Lessee agrees and covenants to pay in addition to the Purchase Price

(i) all reasonable and customar costs and charges incurred by the Lessor, including the
cost of title insurance, any transfer or recordation fees, escrow fees, and all other
reasonable and customar costs and expenses of all employees, agents, consultants and
attorneys retained by the Lessor, in connection with the Lessee's purchase of the
Premises and the prepayment of the Bonds and (ii) the Issuer's and Trustee's
Extraordinar Costs.

U) Except as provided in Section 23(d)(ii), the purchase of the Premises shall
be on an as-is basis, with absolutely no representations or waranties, express or implied,
regarding the condition or nature of the Premises and consummated pursuant to a form
reasonably acceptable to the Lessor and the Lessee and shall provide for a general release
of the Lessor effective from and after the closing date of the escrow.

Section 21. Binding on Successors. Each and all of the terms and agreements herein
contained shall be binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of the permitted successors in
interest of the Lessor and the Lessee.
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Section 22. Parking Spaces. The Lessor shall provide the Parking Structure for the
purpose of providing the Lessee with exclusive use of at least 908 off-street parking spaces
located at the Site. Parking spaces shall conform to a parking plan, as approved by the Lessee
and shall include no tandem parking spaces as long as that design is consistent with the Lessee's
policy. The Lessor shall be entitled to control the Parking Structure by a system of keycard or
other access by Lessee's employees and by validation of clients and invitees of the Lessee using
the Parking Structure. The Lessor shall be entitled to impose parking charges upon members of
the general public which use the Parking Strcture and are not otherwise validated by the Lessee.
The Lessee agrees not to permit any parking arangement with respect to the Parking Structure
which would violate the limitations contained in Section 8(g) hereof.

Section 23. Warranties and Representations.

(a) Hazardous Substances. The Lessor hereby warants and represents,
based upon appropriate and reasonable inspection of the Premises, that during its
ownership. of the Premises, Hazardous Substances have not been released on the
Premises; that except as disclosed in the environmental assessment reports listed on
Exhibit I attached hereto, it has no knowledge of any release of Hazardous Substances on
the Premises occurrng before its ownership; that except as disclosed in the
environmental assessment reports listed on Exhibit I attached hereto, it has no knowledge
or reason to believe that there are Hazardous Substances on the Premises; and that it shall
comply with all federal, state and local laws and regulations concerning the use, release,
storage and disposal of Hazardous Substances.

(b) Federal, State and Local Laws. The Lessee hereby warants and
represents that it shall comply with all federal, state and local laws and regulations
concerning the use, release, storage and disposal of Hazardous Substances on the
Premises.

(c) Notice. The Lessor and the Lessee agree to immediately notify each other

when either pary learns that Hazardous Substances have been released on the Premises.

(d) Indemnity.

(i) The Lessor agrees to indemnify, defend and save harless Lessee,
its agents, officers and employees from and against all liability, expenses
(including defense costs, legal fees, and response costs imposed by law) and
claims for damages of any nature whatsoever which arse out of the presence or
release of Hazardous Substances on the Premises which presence or release has
not been caused by the Lessee or Lessee's agents, officers, employees, invitees,
guests or contractors.

(ii) The Lessee agrees to indemnify, defend and save harmless Lessor,

its agents, officers and employees from and against all liability, expenses
(including defense costs, legal fees and response costs imposed by law) and
claims for damages of any nature whatsoever which arise out of the presence or
release of Hazardous Substances on the Premises which presence or release has
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been caused by the Lessee or the Lessee's agents, employees, invitees or
subcontractos.

(iii) The indemnity provided each party by this subsection (d) shall
survive the termination of this Lease Agreement; provided, however, that the
foregoing indemnity of Lessor shall not survive the expiration or termnation of
this Lease Agreement with respect to claims for damages of any nature

whatsoever which arise out of the presence or release of Hazardous Substances on
the Premises which presence or release was not caused by the Lessor or Lessor's
agents, employees, subtenants, invitees, guests or contractors.

(e) Default. The presence or release of Hazardous Substances on the
Premises which is not caused by the Lessee or the Lessee's agents, employees, invitees or
subcontractors and which, in the reasonable judgment of the Lessee, threatens the health
and safety of the Lessee's agents, officers, employees or invitees, shall entitle the Lessee
to a Proportionate Abatement in the Rental Payments pursuant to Section 9 hereof until
such presence or release is remediated.

(f) Operating Costs. Costs incurred by the Lessor as a result of the presence

or release of Hazardous Substances on the Premises which is not caused by the Lessee or
the Lessee's agents, employees, invitees or subcontractors are extraordinary costs not
considered normal operating expenses and shall not be passed through to the Lessee as
par of its obligation, if any, to pay Operating Costs.

(g) Indoor Air Pollution Notification. Each party to this Lease Agreement
shall notify the other pary if any indoor air quality or environmental problem is

discovered or reported in the Office Building, and undertake to correct such problem at
the sole cost and expense of the pary responsible for causing the problem.

Section 24. General Provisions.

(a) Waiver. The waiver by Lessor or Lessee of any term, covenant or
condition herein contained shall not be deemed to be a waiver of such term, covenant or
condition on any subsequent breach of the same or any other term, covenant or condition.

(b) Marginal Headings. The Section titles in this Lease Agreement are not a
par thereof and shall have no effect upon the construction or interpretation of any par
hereof.

(c) Time. Time is of the essence with regard to all provisions of this Lease
Agreement in which performance is a factor.

(d) Recordation. Either party may record this Lease Agreement or a
memorandum of this Lease Agreement at any time without the prior written consent of
the other party; provided, however, that each party shall cooperate with the other in the
execution and delivery of a memorandum of this Lease Agreement.
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(e) Quiet Possession. Upon the Lessee paying the Rental Payments
hereunder the Lessee shall have quiet possession of the Premises for the entire term
hereof subject to all the provisions in this Lease Agreement. If any underlying lease
agreement termnates for any reason or any mortgage or deed of trst is foreclosed or a
conveyance in lieu of foreclosure is made for any reason, this Lease Agreement shall
nevertheless remain in full force and effect and the Lessee at all times shall be entitled to
quiet possession and use of the Premises and shall, notwithstanding any subordination,
and upon the request of such successor in interest to the Lessor, attorn to and become the
Lessee of the successor in interest to the Lessor.

(f) Prior Agreements. This Lease Agreement contains all of the agreements
of the paries hereto with respect to any matter covered or mentioned in this Lease

Agreement and no prior agreements or understanding pertaining to any such matter shall
be effective for any purpose. No provision of this Lease Agreement may be amended or
added to except by an agreement in writing signed by the paries hereto or their
respective successors-in-interest. This Lease Agreement shall not be effective or binding
on any pary until fully executed by both paries hereto.

(g) Force Majeure. In the event that either pary is delayed or hindered from
the performance of any act required hereunder by reason of acts of God, strikes, boycotts,
lock-outs, labor troubles, inability to procure materials not related to the price thereof,
failure of power, restrictive governmental laws and regulations, riots, civil unrest, acts of
terrorism, insurrection, war, declaration of a state or national emergency or other reasons
of a like nature not the fault of such pary, then performance of such acts shall be excused
for the period of the delay, and the period for the performance of any such act shall be
extended for a period equivalent to the period of such delay; provided, however, that no
force majeure event shall excuse the Lessee from making Rental Payments hereunder
when due; provided, further, however, that Force Majeure shall not be deemed to exist to
the extent that materials and supplies are not available from Lessor's preferred providers
due to strikes, boycotts, lock-outs or labor troubles if such materials and supplies are
otherwise available from other reputable suppliers at comparable costs and Lessor is
permtted to obtain such materials and supplies from such suppliers under this Lease
Agreement and any applicable laws, ordinances and regulations.

(h) Severability. Any provision of this Lease Agreement which shall prove to
be invalid, void or ilegal shall in no way affect, impair or invalidate any other provision
hereof and such other provisions shall remain in full force and effect.

(i) Cumulave Remedies. No remedy or election hereunder shall be deemed
exclusive but shall wherever possible be cumulative with all other remedies at law or in
equity.

(j) Choice of Law. This Lease Agreement shall be governed by the laws of
the State of California, exclusive of conflict of law provisions.

(k) Warranties or Guarantees. In the event that any of the items required to
be maintained and repaired by the Lessor under the provisions of Section 1 l(a) hereof or

44



by Lessee under the provisions of Section 1 I (b) hereof are protected by waranties or
guarantees the Lessee shall be entitled to the full benefit of such protection as if it were
the original purchaser thereof.

(1) Impairment of Title. The Lessor hereby covenants to notify the Lessee in
writing within thirty (30) days of each and every occurrence which may impair the
Lessor's title to the Premises. Such occurrences include, but are not limited to, default on
a trust deed, transfer of any interest in any trust deed, notification of any lien recordation,
and notification of any foreclosure. The Lessor further agrees to notify the Lessee, in
writing, within thirty (30) days of receipt of any written notice regarding redevelopment,
zoning, or conditional use permits which affect the Premises.

(m) Mediation. Except with respect to the Lessee's failure to pay Base Rent,
before filing any litigation or making any administrative claim, the paries agree to
engage in nonbinding mediation for a minimum of thirty (30) days. The mediator shall
be selected by mutual agreement or, if no agreement can be reached, by the Presiding
Judge, Los Angeles Superior Court, upon petition by either pary. The mediation shall be
conducted at the discretion of the mediator or pursuant to rules adopted by the paries.
The mediation shall be conducted in Los Angeles, California. The cost of mediation shall
be borne equally by Lessor and Lessee, and each shall pay one-half of any estimated fees
required by the mediator in advance. Before the date of mediation, each side shall
provide the mediator and the other pary with a statement of its position and copies of all
supporting documents. If a subsequent dispute wil involve third paries, such as insurers
or subcontractors, they shall also be asked to participate in the mediation. No one who
has ever had any business, financial, family or social relationship with any pary to this
Lease shall serve as mediator unless the related party informs the other pary of the

relationship and the other pary consents in writing to the use of that mediator.

(n) Construction. Any and all construction pertaining to this Lease
Agreement by the Lessor or the Lessee or their designated contractors or subcontractors
shall comply with all applicable County, State and Federal regulations, codes and
ordinances, including but not limited to all provisions of the Labor Code of the State of
California. Under the provisions of said Labor Code, the State Deparment of Industrial
Relations will ascertain the prevailing hourly rate in dollars and details pertinent thereto
for each craft, classification or type of workman or mechanic needed for the construction
of the improvements. Pariculars of the current Prevailing Wage Scale, as approved by
the Board of Supervisors, which are applicable to the work contemplated are filed with
the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors and must be posted at the subject site.

(0) Non-Discrimination. The Lessor certifies and agrees that (i) all persons
employed thereby, are and shall be treated equally without regard to or because of race,
religion, ancestry, national origin or sex, and in compliance with all federal and state laws
prohibiting discrimination in employment, including, but not limited to, the Federal Civil
Rights Act of 1964; the Unruh Civil Rights Act; the Cartwright Act; and the State Fair
Employment Practices Act and agrees to include a non-discrimination provision in any
agreement with a Contractor or Subcontractors, and wil require the Contractor to also
provide a non-discrimination provision in any agreement with its Subcontractors,
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(ii) subcontractors, bidders and vendors thereof are and shall be selected without regard
to or because of race, religion, ancestry, national origin or sex, (iii) all employment
records shall be open for inspection and reinspection at any reasonable time during the
term of this agreement for the purpose of verifying the practice of non-discrimination by
Lessor in the areas heretofore described, and (iv) the sum of $200.00 is hereby agreed
upon as the amount of damages that wil be sustained by the Lessee for each breach of
the promises on non-discrimination herein contained. Said amount has been set by the
paries hereto in recognition of the diffculty in fixing actual damages arising from a
breach thereof and not as a penalty.

(p) Community Business Enterprise. The Lessor is encouraged to use
Community Business Enterprises (CBE) in all contracts when possible as sources for
supplies, equipment, construction and other services.

The Lessor shall submit evidence of CBE paricipation by providing completed
copies of the Community Business Enterprise Firm Information, form attached as Exhibit
D hereto, at the time of signing this Lease Agreement and thereafter on an annual basis
on or before December 30th of each year of the term of this Lease Agreement.

(q) Lobbyists. The Lessor and each County lobbyist or County lobbying firm
as defined in Los Angeles County Code Section 2.160.010, retained by the Lessor, shall
fully comply with the County Lobbyist ordinance, Los Angeles County Code
Chapter 2.160. Failure on the par of the Lessor or any County lobbyist or County

lobbying firm retained by the Lessor to fully comply with the County Lobbyist Ordinance
shall constitute a material breach of this Lease Agreement upon which the Lessee may
immediately terminate or suspend this Lease Agreement.

(r) Consideration of GAIN Program Partcipants. Should the Lessor require
additional or replacement personnel after the effective date of this Lease Agreement, the
Lessor shall give consideration for any such employment, openings to paricipants in the
County's Deparment of Public Social Services' Greater Avenues for Independence
(GAI) Program who meet the Lessor's minimum qualifications for the open position.
The Lessee will refer GAIN paricipants by job category to the Lessor.

(s) Solicitation of Consideraton. It is improper for any of the Lessee's
officers, employees or agents to solicit consideration, in any form, from the Lessor with
the implication, suggestion or statement that the Lessor's provision of the consideration

may secure more favorable treatment for the Lessor in the award of this Lease Agreement
or that the Lessor's failure to provide such consideration may negatively affect the

Lessee's consideration of the Lessor's submission. The Lessor shall not offer or give,
either directly or through an intermediary, consideration, in any form, to any offcer,
employee or agent of the Lessee for the purpose of securing favorable treatment with
respect to the award of this Lease Agreement.

The Lessor shall immediately report any attempt by an officer, employee or agent
of Lessee to solicit such improper consideration. The report shall be made either to the
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Lessee manager charged with the supervision of the employee or to the County

Auditor-Controller's Employee Fraud Hotline at (213) 974-0914 or (800) 544-6861.

(t) Non Discriminaton. The Lessee herein covenants for itself and its
successors and assigns, and all persons claiming under or through it, and this Lease
Agreement is made and accepted under and subject to the following conditions: that
there shall be no discrimination against or segregation of any person or group of persons,
on account of race, color, creed, religion, sex, marital status, sexual orientation, Acquired
Imune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS) acquired or perceived, national origin, or
ancestry, in the leasing, subleasing, transferrng, use, occupancy, tenure, or enjoyment of
the Premises nor shall the Lessee itself, or any person claiming under or through it,
establish or permit any such practice or practices of discrimination or segregation with
reference to the selection, location, number, use, or occupancy, of tenants, lessees,
sublessee, subtenants, or vendees in the Premises.

Section 25. Bonds. The Lessor, at its own cost and expense, shall furnish or cause its
contractor to furnish Lessee two separate bonds as follows:

(a) Before commencing construction of the Base Improvements and the
Tenant Improvements, the Lessor shall furnish or cause to be furnished to Chief

Administrative Officer one or more performance bonds issued by a surety company
licensed to transact business in the State of California, rated A- vrn or higher by A.M.
Best Company (or the future equivalent thereof). Said bond shall be in an amount equal
to 100% of the Lessor's estimated construction cost for the Base Improvements (as
defined in the Work Letter attached hereto) and the Tenant Improvements (as defined in
the Work Letter) as contemplated by the construction documents pertaining thereto, but
in no event less than the actual qualified construction bids received with respect thereto.
Said bond and surety company must be satisfactory to the Lessee and shall name the
Lessor as principaL. It shall assure full and satisfactory performance by the Lessor of the
obligation contained herein to construct or install the Base Improvements and Tenant
Improvements, as contemplated by the Base Improvements Constrction Drawings and
the Tenant Improvement Construction Drawings (as defined in the Work Letter). In

addition, said bond shall be so conditioned as to assure the faithful performance by the
Lessor of all required work under this Lease Agreement. Said bond shall remain in full
force and effect until one year after the date of acceptance of the Premises by the Lessee.

(b) Before commencing construction, the Lessor shall furnish an additional
surety bond issued by a surety company licensed to transact business in the State of
California; rated A-VIII or higher by A.M. Best Company (or the future equivalent
thereof). Said bond and said company to be in all respects satisfactory to the Lessee with
the Lessor as principaL. Said bond shall be in an amount not less than 100% of the
Lessor's estimated cost of the constrction of the Base Improvements and the Tenant
Improvements, but in no event less than the actual qualified construction bids received.
Said bond shall guarantee payment for all materials, provisions, supplies and equipment
used in, upon, and/or about the performance of such construction or installation work or
for labor done thereon of any kind whatsoever. Said bond shall, in addition, protect the
Lessee from any and all liability, loss or damage for failure to make such payment.
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I. INODUCTION

Introduction
'l

The subject of this Intial Study (IS) is the proposed development of a four-story, government offce
building with 200,00 rerttáble square feet of offce use and 4,00 rentáble square feet of retáil and/or
fast-food restáurant use. In addition, a six-story parking garage housing approximately 90 parking

spaces, and a 6,00 square foot child care center would be constcted. The project site is located at
8300 South Vermont Avenue, between 83rd Street and 84th Street, in the City of Los Angeles. The

, ¡ project applicant/developer is ICO Development LLC, 700 South Flower Street, Suite 2450, Los, ,
Angeles, CA 9017. A description of the proposed project is contáined in Section II (Project
Description). The City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) is the Lead Agency
under the California Environmentál Quality Act (CEQA).

Project Information

Project Title: Manchester Vermont Vilage

Project Location: The project site is located at 8300 South Vermont Avenue, between 83rd

Street and 84th Street in the City of Los Angeles.

Lead Agency: City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency

Contáct Person: City of Los Angeles CRA

345 S. Spring St., Suite 700

Los Angeles, CA 9013
Contáct: Dr. Robert Manford, City Planner

Organtion of Initial Study

This Draft IS is organized into six sections as follows:

i. Introduction: This section provides introductory information such as the project title, the project
applicant and the lead agency for the proposed project.

II. Project Description: This section provides a detáiled description of the environnentál setting and
the proposed project, including project characteristics and environnentál setting.

II. Initial Study Checklist: This section contáins the completed Initial Study Checklist.
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,March 2005

,iv. Environmental Impact Analysis: Each environmntal issue identified in the Initial Study Checklist
contains an assessment and discussion of impacts associated with each subject area. When the
evaluation identifies potentially significant effects, as identified in the Checklist, mitigation_nneas~r~
are provided to reduce such imacts to less thn significant levels.

V. Preparers u(Ìnitial 'Study and Persons Consulted: This s~tionprovid~s ,a list of. City 

personnel,~th~~ govdrnnentl '~gencies, and ~~uitant team members that participated in the preparation of the
IS. , i, "
Appendices: Includes various documents and inormtion used in 

the preparation of the IS~ inchiding
dìe City:ofLòs Angêlès Community Redevelopment Agency Env¡ronmntalInfQfmtion Form d~.IF)'(s(£App~hdiXi.Kr' "

r
, i
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II. PROJECT DESCRITION

ENVRONMNTAL SETTING

Description of Project Site and Exiting Lad Uses

The 3.33-acre project site is located in the South Central Los Angeles Community Plan area of the City

of Los Angeles and in the VermontlManchester Recvery Redevelopment Project area of the

Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA). The project site contain numerous parcels of land, with

the following addresses: 8300, 8308, 8310, 8312, 8314, 8318, 8320, 8322, 8326, 8328, 8330 and 8334
South Vermont, 932 and 936 West 83rd Street and 935, 939 and 943 West 84th Street. The boundaries

of the project site are 83rd Street to the nort, 84th Street to the south, Vermont Avenue to the west, and
residential uses to the east. The project site is also located approximtely one mie west of the Harbor
Freeway (1-110), approximately two miles north of the Glen Anderson Freeway (1-105), and

approximately six miles southwest of downtown Los Angeles (see Figure 11-1 and Figure 11-2).
Photographs of the project site, in addition to a map indicating where the photos were taken, are
depicted in Figures 11-3 though 11-6.

The project site is fully paved and developed with one-, two- and three-story commercial uses along
and fronting Vermont Avenue. All except one of the stores in the commercial buildings are vacant (see
Figure 11-4, View 1). The Dulux Paint Center occupies the retail space in the commercial building
located on the northeast comer of 84th Street and Vermont Street (see Figure 11-4, View 2). Vacant
parking lots owned by the CRA are located eat of the commercial uses, along 83rd and 8411 Streets and
a vacant lot is located in the northwest portion of the project site (see Figure 11-5, Views 3 and 4). The
project site is bisected by a north-south orientated alley and an east-west orientated alley (see Figure 11-

6, View 5). In addition, two apartment buildings, containing a combined 21 occupied units currently

exist on the southeast portion of the project site (see Figure 11-6, View 6).

The topography of the project site and the surrounding area is essentially flat. The Pi:ojectsit~ is
entirely developed, and there are no natural open spaces or areas of significant biological resource
value on the project site or in the vicinity of the project site. Currently, the only vegetation onsite

consists of approximately seven palm trees, all of which would be removed to construct the proposed
project. There are no National Register or California State Historic Resource properties, California
Historical landmarks, California Points of Historic Interest or City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural

Monuments located on the project site.
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View 1 : Lookingsouth.from the Vermont Avenue/83rd Street intersection
along the frontage road and vacant buildings of the project site.

r Source: Christo her A Jose h & Associates October 2004,
)'

View 2: Looking northeast from the Vermont Avenue/84th Street intersection at
the Dulux Paint Center and Vermont Avenue frontage road.

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES
Environmental Planning and Research

Figure 11-4

Photographs of the Project Site
Views 1 and 2
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View 3: ,Looking south across 83rdStreettowards the surface parking lot
which is located on the northeast portion ofthe, project site.

I

i

i

I

View4: Looking east from Vermont Avenue near 83rd Street at a vacant lot
and building located on the northwest portion of the project site.

ouree: Christo her A. Jose h & Associates October 2004.
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Environmental Planning and Research

Figure 11-5

Photographs of the Project Site
Views 3 and 4
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View 5: Looking north from the 84th Street/alley intersection towards the rear
of the buildings that front Vermont Avenue.

View 6: Looking north across 84th Street towards two residential buildings and
adjoing surface parking lot located on the southeast portion of the project site.
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Figure 11-6

Photographs of the Project Site
Views 5 and 6
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DecriptioiÌ of.the Surroundig Area
.::.., -'.- -,-

The proJ,.$s,Ü:eandsurtou,ndingarea are currentty11orratOO bY.Commercialuses,and residential. : - - - , - - --..- ,- . . . -,' . , "- ".
neighboi'lJOOds. ' Siigle:-fanfyresidencesand~,nnulti-fa11ly:stfcturesare locatédeast-öf the project site

along 83. .rd,.' and 84, 
th" ,;~tt,ee,: ""tS."",,(..iéeFigure .11-7".. " ,v."",/i,..,e. :,"', ~,;,(,?)).'.'," 'An,', e..ast-westor,ient, ',' ,too alle,Y,' runs in 

between the
residential uses lõcate0-v83rd and 84thSttæis(see,::Figure"n"g, View12r 'A single-:story United States

Postal S~rvice, Smari'i&.¡Fful,medicalclinic,'fastFfoodrestàurantsand othercommercial/retail uses are-,'_ : 
""'i-,'"' :." ", . _ l:"\ ...,:...:~'_:.~: " ",:,::,:,- . -: . - _' '~. ':_:, ',. :',:.~ _,:~

locte porth of thepr?jecfsite(FiguJ;e II:. 7~ View8) ;" Tg. tlIe west of theprojècLsite along Vermont

Avenue are a variety 'ofcoltyenience stores, á dI'yêieaner$~ restaurants 
and a three-story mixed-use

building (seeFigure'II";7,\Ti~;9, Figure 11"8, Vie~.lO).,klâtge,vacant,uhpaved lot exists to the
south of theprojett)ìite"withcomrercial and retails uses located beyond fronting Vennont Avenue
(see Figir~'II~8:~viêtv'll);. "', . "

. d. '-', ._._'

Generall.YV:pr~periies:frOiiting .v ennorit AveIIÜe arezonedJor coIIerçial uses.,andproperties to the

east andywéstof'YeI1l1t A venue are ,ZOIled Jorsingle- or multi-family residentiaL " Specifically, the
project site and adjacent ,commerciaL areas frontig Vermont Avenue' are 'zonedIQ)C2-1 (Community
Commercial) with a Height Distrct designation of" i"..

""~.'. -. i. ¡
The prUperliés imediaWiy: .,-eastòfithe projec '. site :consistÖt' oiib,- aíìd two:'story sirgle-and multi-

family residenti~riišê~?';O)I'I1~se'piop~rtes' are zon~,.ip';l(Multipî~.:J)weUin.g Zone) with a Height

District designation .of'''l". "'l.~e .R3de,ignation allows.~ny',use:permtte(ein the R2 zone, such as
single-famÌly dweUings,parks';.Blã~grounds, community'~,~ters"trCk gardening, accessory living
quarters and home occupa--ons, anCl,apartent hollses, multple.dw~_Uingsand,.,child care facilties for
no more thn 20 children.Xrheproperty immediately south of thepròject site atthe southeast corner of

Vennont Avenue and 84th Street is a vacant lot zoned (Q)C2:-1. Properties (Q.the west of the project
site col1istof~;Öiie~(U~~t\o-:algiY commei:çial uses, zoned. (Q)C2-1 '~Community Commercial) with a

Height ~l~~~fi,d,~S,,~~PnQf"I'"

PROPOSEri'PR()j~~¿"bESeRRPTION
:,-::,:": ':i,:.;.,'(.,:; -~,": --:' :', .,/;r,::"'/,'.f~-~.:,~~c ~_¡~f;'Y\:i:.':: :.~.,': ",'. . .:. - ," ,

..:~'.i' _ . ,:.. .-,.--'_,_'- :' .

,
, ,

i

The proposed pl'ÒJèèt is. the dev~lopmentofa four:.story government offce building that would provide
up to 220;00: gross sqJJare feet for use by four Los Angeles County Departents- Public Social
Services, Cttildienàiid. Family Services, Child Support Services and Mental Health. The offce
building'\%Öhid b~located along' 84dd Street and would provide up to 4,000 square feet of fast food,
restaurant or retail use on the ground floor. Parking for the proposed project would be provided by a

seven-level parking structure, providing approximately 90 parking spaces. The parking structure
would be located along 83rd Street. As the County requires any facilty over 50,00 square feet which

it occupies to provide a child care facility for its employees, a 6,000 square-foot child care center
would be located on the first floor between the offce building and parking strcture and

Manchester Vermnt Vilage
Final Initial Stuy
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View 7: Looking east down 83rd Street towards the
residential,uses located to the east and north of the
project site.

'1

View 8: Looking east from the VermontAvenue/83rd '
Street intersection towards the U.S. Post Offce
located immediately north of the project site.

View 9: Looking west across the Vermont
Avenue/83rd Street intersection from the project site

" towards a three-story mixed-use building.

Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates. October 2004,

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES
Environmental Planning and Research

Figure 11-7

Photographs of Surrounding Uses
Views 7,8 and 9



View 11: Looking southwest fromthesouthem
portion ,of the project site towards 'a vacantlotwith
commercial and,retail uses in the background along
Vermont Avenue.

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES
Environmental Planning and Research

View ,10: Looking southwest across Vermont Avenue
from the project site towards surrounding commercial
and retail uses.

View 12: Looking east down the east-wèst orientated
alley, which bisects the projecIsite. Residential uses
are located to the north and south of this alley.

Figure 11-8

Photographs of Surrounding Uses
Views 10,11 and 12
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City of Los Angeles Commty Redevelopment Agency March 2005

would serve only children of the Los Angeles County staff employed at the project site. The proposed
child care center would accommodate between 80 to 100 children and would be linked to a 7,500
square-foot outdoor play area.

All structres and improvements currently located on-site would be demolished. Furthermore, to
develop the .proposed project, the applicant is requesting the City of Los Angeles to vacate and convey

ownership of approximtely 2,550 square feet of an existing east-west alley and 6,508 square feet of an
existing nort-south alley, hoth of which are locate between 83rd and84~ Streets, to the project
applicant. In addition, the applicant is requesting the City of Los Angeles to vacate and convey
ownership of approximtely 11,489 square feet ora frontage road, whichparallels Vermont Avenue in
front of the project site, to the project applicant. A new nort-south orientted alley. would be created
on the eastern portion of the project site, connecting 83rdand 84th Streets, and would also serve as the
eastern, project site boundary.

The proposed site plan is presented in Figure 11-9.. An artistic perspective of the proposed project is

depic~ed in Figure 11-10 with elevational views of the propased project from 84th Street and Vermont
Avenue presentedjn Figûiesll-ll and II-12, respectively.

Exiting Site ZoDigIãrd Use

The project area is located intheCRA Vermont/Manchester Recovery Redevelopment Project Area,
the South Central Alcohol Sales Specific Plan Area, ~nd within the South Central Los Angeles

Community Plan Area. The "Q" Condition applies to allproperty within the Vermont/Manchester
Recovery Redevelopment area. The (Q) designation restricts the project site to comply with the C2
zoning guidelines as follows:

1. Floor area ratio (FAR) is limited to 1.5: 1 for commrcial developments. In calculating floor
area within ä building in all height districts, parking floor space with necessary interior

drivew~ys and ramps thereto, space within a roof stctre or penthouse for the housing of

building operating equipment or' machinery, space provided for the landing and storage of
helicopters and basement storage space shall not be considered; and

2. Plan approval is required to ensure conformity with design guidelines.

The Height District 1 designation also restricts the floor area of the main building to no more than one

and one-half times the buildable area of the lot (i.e., FAR 1.5:1). In addition, all of the South Los
Angeles community is subject to the provisions of the South Central Alcohol Sales Specific Plan.
However, as the proposed project would not serve or sell alcohol on-site, the provisions are not
applicable to this project.

Manchester Verm11 Vilage
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Proposed Site Plan
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City of Los Angeles Commty Redevelopmet Agency March 2005

The General Plan land use designation for the project site.s Community' CommrciaL. This designtion
is.consistent with the C2 zoning for the proposed project. In addition, Footnote No.1 on the Land Use
map specifies tht the height district for the zones included in the Community Commercial designation

shal comply with Height District No.1. Height District No.1 for commercial and industrial zones
'allows one and one half times the buildable area of a lot. Height Distict No.1 applies to the proposed

'project. Therefore, the floor area of offce building, child care center and parking structure in the C2
zone must not exce one and one-halfto one times th buildable area of the lot, or 217 ,582 square feet

(145,055 x 1.5).

In addition, the proposed project is a commercial projec locate on a comer lot adjacent to a propert

zoned R3-1. As such, the project site is also designte as a Commercial Comer Development.

Buidig Height

The proposed offce building would be four stories in heigllt while the parking structure would be six
stories, containg seven levels of parking. The proposed project is the commercial use of a comer lot
located in a C zone in Height Distict No. '1, and is adjacent to single~family and multi-family

residential uses. Since the project site is designte ,as a Commercial Comer Development, a height
restriction of 45 feet applies. ,However,ås part of the propose project, a Conditional Use Permit

(CUP) would be obtained to allow a deviation of the 45-foot height limt to a height not to excee 75
feet. With approval of the CUP, the proposed projec would comply with all applicable height
regulations.

;
\

:' i

Propoed Parkig

A free standing, six-story parking strcture providing seven levels of above-ground parking with

approximately 90 parking spaces and would be built adjacent to the proposed offce building. The
parkig strcture would be located directly nort of the proposed offce building. Both County

employees and the public would have acc.~ss to the parking stcture. In addition, security staff who

would patrol the parking strcture would be provided by the Cöunty, either by its own employees, e.g.,
County , Safety Police, or a third party security company.

, "

Tht, County's parking requirement for the proposed project is 4.5 spaces per 1,00 square feet of
rentable space. The proposed project would provide 220,00 gross square feet, 200,00 of which
would be rentable. Therefore, under the County requirements, the proposed project would be required
to provide 900 (4.5 x (200,00+ 1,00)) parking spaces. Under the LAMC, the parking requirement

for a redevelopment area is two spaces per 1,00 square feet; however the County requirement

provides more. parking spaces. Neverteless, in compliance with the parking requirements of the
Redevelopment Plan, the proposed project would pave, have proper drainage and landscape in the

parking garage, and would use shield protector to prevent light spilage onto adjacent properties.

Manchester VemlOnt Village
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Access

Vehicular ingress and egress to the proposed parking structure would be from 83rd Street. In addition,
a secnd egress point would be located in the proposed north-south orientated alleyway. A ground
level, dedicated pedestrian access between the parking structure and offce building would be provided.

Pedestrian access to the proposed offce building would be from Vermont Avenue.

Architecturr Style

ì

Based upon Figures 11-10 and 11-11, the proposed offce building would be of contemporary design
featuring a non-reflective glass curtin wall facing Vermont Avenue and alternating horizontal bands of
glass windows and colored exterior plaster on the other walls. The Child Care Center play area would

be designed to follow the guidelines described in the Manual of Policies and Procedures for Child Care

Center prepared by the State of California.

,The 'lanq~cape design for the project site would follow the Xeriscape principles, with street trees place

per City of Los Angeles requirements, if applicable.

. '

Operationa Chracteritics

As stated above, the offce building would be occupied by four County Departments, consisting of
Public Social Services, Children and Family Services, Child Support Services and Mental Health. The
offce building would be open to County staff and visitors from 7 am to 3 pm Monday through Friday.
After 3 pm only County stff would be permitted to enter the building.

- Department of Public Social Services (DPSS): CaIWORKS program wil be located here which

provides job training services. This Department wil occupy approximately 67 ,00 square feet
andhas'300 employees. Current active caseload: 16,569 cases within 1-3 mile radius of site.

.\

-Department of Children & :Famly Services (DCFS): provides comprehensive child protection,

adoption"and ,foster care services; also a public health nurse wil be on site. This departent
wil occupy approximately 72,00 square feet and has 404 employees. Current active casèload:

4,030:cases within 1-3 mile radius of site.
, ~..

- " ÇhHd Support Services Department: Establishes parentage; enforces medical support, child

support and spousal support court orders. This department wil occupy approximately 53,00
square feet and has 240 employees. At least 20 percent of the caseload is from the community

(19,00 community based cases are estimated).

- Department of Mental Health: This departent wil take a portion of the currently unallocated
remaining 8,00 square feet. This department provides psychological counseling services.

Manchester Vermnt Village

Final Initial Stu
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The County projects total employees of 90-1200 as previously discussed with new hires estimated ,at
90-120.

Chd Cae Center"

As the County requires any facilty over 50,00, square feet which it ocCClpies to cprovide, a child

care facilty for its employees, a 6,00 square-foot child care center would be located on the

first floor between the offce building and parking strcture and would serve only children of
the Los Angeles County staff employed at the project site. ,The proposed child care center
would accommodtebetwetm 80 to 100 children and 

would be linked to a 7;500 scjliare-föot
outdoor phiy area.

").-.. .r- '

,Reta

The project envisions 4,00 square feet of urban convenience/quick service restaurants, such as

hl( $,tarbucks and Quìzos; "Operating Hours wil probably be 7:00 AM to 
7:00 PM. Retailers wil

serve the needs of the employee and visitors 
to the building as well as employees and visitors

to businesses on Vermnt and Manchester in the vicinty of the building. Community residents

would also be served

'Parki

The90-space parking 'structure would serve all the above uses.

Construction Schedule

çoiitnttion would beg;in o.pçe all permits nave~ngranted by the appropriateagen'Gies. It is
antkipated tht once ,pemolition begin, it would take approximately 15 month for the proposed project
to be completed. Building and paving rubble would be hauled away to an approved dump site.

llPWjt¥tr,f ~spnn and;aspba1t would'be hauled to a, recycling facility or used as necessary:-fil at-most
4.Ullf ,sittS.", No basement:or ,subterranean parking level" is proposed for the · offce building,~nr parking

~trCture, respectively. It- is estimted that approximtely 5,00 cubic 'yards of earth would' be . exported
from the project site. In order to dispose of all excavated material, the material would 'bèexported by
trck via a southerly route down Vermont Avenue, east onto W. Manchester, ultimately reaching the

Harbor ,freeway. However, no disposal site has been identified at this time. The proposed excavation
'ard håul route wil require approvals by the City of Los Angeles.

The staging for all construction equipment would be located on-site, however construction-worker
parking would be provided by securing a lot in the project vicinity (not to exce 1,00 feet from the

project site) or. public street parking if a parking lot is not available.

Manchester Vermnt Vilage
Fina Initial Stu

/I. Project Description

Page /I-i8



..-

City of Los Angeles Commty Redevelopment Agency March 2005

OPTON B

,

! '
¡

In addition to analyzing the environnental imacts of the proposed project, this Initial Study also
addresses the impacts of a secondary project' site configuration, called Option B.Because the proposed
project is stil in a conceptual stge all building orientation issues have not yet been addressed.

Therefore, Option B is presented for the purpses of informed decision making with respect to other

possible building orientations. In general, the project description for Option B is similar to the
proposed project. Option Bis comprised of a 220,00 gross square-foot offce building with up to
4,00 square-feet of fast-food, resturant or retail use on the ground floor, seven4evel parking structure
and 6,00 square-foot child care center with a 7,500 square-foot play area. The building heights,
architectural design and construction schedule would also remain unchanged. The difference between
the proposed project and Option B is the pòsitiônIrg of the project struCtres within the project site.
OptionB would rotate the orientation of the projeCt strctures 90 degrees.

..\

. i

J
Under Option B, the offce building would front the entire lengt of Vermont Avenue, with the parking

strcture located behind it, to the east. The child care center and related play area would be located

between the two strctures (see Figure 11-13). The two alleys and Vermont Avenue street vacations
would stil be implemented under Option B. The existing east-west orientated alley would be removed,
sinnlar to the proposed project; however, the proposed north-south orientated alley would not be
constructed. In addition, similar to the proposed project, the east-west orientated alleyway would be
shortened. Vehicular ingress and egress would be provided by two driveways, one located off of 83rd

Street, the other from 84th Street.

!

, \

Option B is included in this assessment since the project design is in a preliminary stage and the "best
fit" for the project orientation on the project site has not been determined. This Option is not included

to nntigate any significant impacts, but rather, to determine the best functional arrangement of the
strctures and access on the project site.

DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS REQUID

The Project is anticipated to be occupied by governnental agencies of Los Angeles County for the
purpose of providing government services. The County is a governnentalagency expressly exempt

from local land use regulation. It is the pattern and practice of the City of Los Angeles to exempt Los

Angeles County facilities from the City of Los Angeles Building and Zoning Code. i This exemption is

effected by issuance of a Zoning Admiistrator's Interpretation finding that a particular County facilty

City of Los Angeles Memorandum, January 23, 1995, from Richard Holguin, Chief of Building
'Bureau to All Plan Checkers and Inspectors.
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City of Los Angeles Commty Redevelopment Agency
March 2005

such as is proposed in ths project is exempt from City zoning. A request for such a detetmnatiòn,has
been submitted to the City Zoning Administator.

¡If tht Zoning Admnistratordetermtstht ths project is exempt from local zoning, then the ,Project
wil not require any discretionary ,planning approvals such as a conditional use permit or tract map (see
;approvals one and two below). However, apProvals thee though six 

below, would still be required.
,:$treet and alley vacations required to imlement this process would be submitted to the City for

consideration because another governent agency project such as the proposed project:,may not
encroach upon the City's right-of-way without first obtaining an encroachment permt 

or a vacation of
the right-of-w,ay.

. -. ". .
if the CifY ofLos,Angele~ determes thtthisprqposed projectisnot exemptfromlocaI zoning, or if
the CountY voluntarily subjects itself to local zoning, 

then the following land use approvalswould.,be
required from the City of LA:

i
: :, -,. ;" ,

L ,:Fro.mthe City of Los Angeles, the Applicant would request approval of ,a Coaditiona Use
Permt for "a Commercial Comer, Development (CCD) project pursuant to the LAMC Seci()n

12.24 W27.

.:\;' i

2. Fromtht City, 'the Applicant would request approval of a Tentative Tract Map, which would

include alley and street vacatioïï/mergers.

3. From the City, the Applicant would request approvals of an excavation permit and haul'route.

,4. From the CRA, the'Applicant would request approval for either a Disposition and' Development

Agreement (DDA), an Owner Participation Agreement (OPA), or a Purchase and' Sale
Agreement.

5. From the CRA, the project would be subject to the Design Review and approval process,',

6. From the CRA, the Applicant would request approval of a deviation from the Design
,,¡

Guidelines for the Vermont Avenue Shopping Center Development Area's 10 footlandscapéd
Tear yard requirement.

Manchester Vermnt Village

Final Initial Stuy
II. Project Description

Page 11-20



u
83rd Street

Q)::
c:
Q)

~

~
.! ~

-OLD PROPERTY Llt.E

- -t.EW PROPERT LI~E

OPEt. SPACE

OF'CE PARKI~G STRUCTURE
-4 STORIES -40.00 GSF

l55.00 GSF

T
PLy AREA
7.500 GSF

CHILDE
6.00 GS

\. ~~

..
c:o
E..
~

84th Street

C¡) I1Not to Scale

Source: Gensler Architects, December, 2004,

!I'---'----" CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES

I Environmental Planning and Research
i

----
Figure 11-13

Proposed Site Plan for Option B



THE COMMTY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF TH CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CALIFORNlAENYONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIA STUY AN CHECKLIST

Date: Februar 8. 2005

Project Title: Manchester Vemmont Vil1aee
'.1

I
Î

, Project Location: See Section II. Proiect Descrintion

, ,
Project Description: See Section II. Project Descrption

,

.-"
DETERMATION

On the basis of the attched intial study checklist and evuation:

I fid the proposed projec COUL NOT have a signficant effect oIi the envionment. and a
NEGATIV DECLARTION win beprearti

.. i find that although the proposed projec could have a signficant effect on the envionnent, there
wii not be a signficant effect in ths case becae 

the mitigation measures desccbed in Attáchment
Thee have been added to the project. A NEGATIVE DECLATION WIL BE PREPARD.

I fid the proposed project MAY have a signficant effect on the environment, and an
ENVOmmNTAL IM ACT :RORT is requid. '

I fid that THRE IS ADDITIONAL INORMTION for the proposed project with respect to
envionmental conditions, impacts, mitigation meases or alterntives identified in the prior
,envionmental impact reort. Ony mior addtions or chages will be neceS5aI tonnake the
previous EIR adequately apply to the project in the chaged sitution and a SUPPLEMNT TO
TI EIR wil be prepared.

I find that none of the conditions requig an adtional environmental document have occurred.

Prepared by: .

Manhester Vermont Vila8t

Initial SIuu ILL. Chdr/s t
Page 1/1. 1
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D ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (Exptanag~:)ßs of all potentially and less ~ signcant imacts are
required to be attched on separate sheets)

I, AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a. Have a substatial adverse effect on a sceiic vista?

b. Substatially dage sceiic resources, includig, but not
lited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and lltonc buildigs;

or other localy recgn desirable aesthetic natual
featue with a city-deslga.ttXsceiic rughway?

c. Substatially degrade the existig visual chaacter or quality
of the site and its surroundigs?

d. Create a new source of substatial light or glare wruch

would adversely afect day or iightte views in the area?

n. , AGRICcUL TIRAL RKSpURCES.In dettrrg
whether" Ímpacts to agrcultual resources are signcat. ,

environmenta effects, lead agencies may refer to the
Caorna Agrcultual LadEvalwwtiQnandSite, , "
':As~s~nìeIlt Mbdei( i 997fpiepÍied by tJÚ~aIiorna
DepárentÖf GöIìèrVatiolÚlsån optíónalmod~ftò use in

- ;aSsessiiigimpactson agrcultue àIèl fariid;W ould the

project:

a~ Convert Pre Farånd, UriqueÈåand,.or Farnd~d of '
Statewide hnportce, as shown on the maps preparoo'

pursuant to the Farand Mapping and MooiItorig ~qgram
bf the Califomià ResoUrces Agency, to non~ågrcultuu'31 use?

b. c:~~ct ~:. ~~s~.& z~nngf9ra.grculttaa:!,s~,or,~ ,'"

'WilianoD Ad CÓn!!åèt? " .' , ,. , " '

c. ' Involve other changes in the existig environment wruch,

due to their location or natue, could result in conversion of
Farantt, to aoa-agrjeulttal t1se;..,

.:'-::..__:',..¡.;;..;~.; ..J. ...~..-: .'-;.-.::,....:;;J~.L_!.:.)¡:'J :~,..- ~).;_, -:_u~._;: .,~H..,;

'.- .- ",
m.,~iirQUALII., The signcancecntena established by

me St)tithCoast Air QuaaityNfanagement District

(SCAQMD)'maybe reliequponto inákethefollowing
deterrations. Would the'piojeCuesult II:

Confict with or obstrct implementation of the applicable

ai qualty plan?

a.

b. Violate any air quality stadard or contrbute substatially to
an exiting or projected ai quality violation?

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
critena pollutat for wruch the project region is non-

c.

,Potentily
Sigiiii"ict Unle

Potentially Mitigatioo Le Than
Si~nifjcant Impact Incorte Si~niricnt Impact No hnpa

..

D. ,0 0 (8
0 0 0 (8

..

0 (8 0 0
0 0 :.:f'c d(J. .....- -. '",

0 0 D. ,(8, ~

0, 0 0 :.., ,~

0 0 0 ~(8
~ ;

" ..'

:

o o (8 o
o (8 o o
o (8 o D

Manchester Verrrnn Village
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Pottially
Significt Unle

Potentially Mitigation Le Than
Siiiiricnt Impact Incoted Sliinirict Impac No Impact

attnment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality stadard (including releaing emissions which
excee quantitative thesholds for ozone precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substatial pollutat D D ~ Dconcentrations?

e. Create objectionable odors afecting a substatial number of D D ~ Dpeople?

iv. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Have a substatial adverse effect, either directly or though D D D ~habitat modification, on any species identied as a
, "

candidate, sensitive, or special status speies in loc or
regional plans, policies, or regulations by the Caifonna '
Deparent of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildle
Service ?

b. Have a substatial adverse effect on any nparian habitat or D D D ~òther sensitive natual community identifed in the City or
regional plan, policies, regulations by the Calonna
Deparent of Fish 'and Gae or U.S. Fish an Wildle
Service?

c. Have a substatial adverse effect on federaly protecte D D D ~
wetlands as defied by Section 404 of the Clea Water Act
(including, but not limted to, mash vernal pol, coasta,
etc.) Though direct removal, filling, hydrological
interrption, or other mean?

d. mterfere substatialy with the movement of any native D D D ~resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corrdors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e. Conflct with any local policies or ordinances protetig D D D ~biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat D D D ~Conservation Plan, Natural Conuunity Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a. Cause a substatial adverse change in signficance of a D D D ~historical resource as defied in State CEQA Section
15064.5?

b. Cause a šubstatial adverse change in significance of an D ~ D Darchaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA Section

Manchesier Vermon! Village 1l, Checklisl
Finallnilial SIUL Page 1l-3



PoCtily
Signiricnt Unle

': ,. Potentily Mitigatio Le Th
Si~nirict Impac Incoed Si~nificat Impac No Impac

15064.5?

c. Directly or indiectly destroy a unique paleontqlogical 0 r2 0 '0resource or site or unque geologic featue?

d. Distub any huuan rema, includig those interred outside D ~ 0 0
of fonn cemeteries?

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
..,

a. Exposure of people or strctues to potential substatial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injur or death

,

iívolvig :

i. Ruptue of a known eaquake fault, as delite on the 0" 0 r2 , ,,-0most recent A1quist~Priolo Eaquake Fault Zog Map
:issued by the State Gelogit for the area or bas on other ,:

substatial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Speial Publication 42.

u. Strong seismic ground shag? 0 .ig 0 ;0
iü. Seisooc-related ground faiure, including liquefaction? 0 0 '~ 0
iv. Ladslides? 0 0 0 ~

0 0 ~ .. 0b. Result in substatial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 0 0 0 '~
would become unstable as a result of the project, and

potential result in on- or off-site landslide, latera spreadig,
subsidence, ijquefaction, or collapse?

d. Be locate on expanive soil, as deffned in Table 18-1-B of 0 ~ 0 0
the Uniorm Building Code (1994), creatig substatial

, risks to lie or propert

e. Have soils inalpable of adequately supportg the use of 0 0 0 "'~
septic ta or alterntive waste water disposal systems ' ,

where sewers are not avaiable for the disposa of waste -:¡

':''Yater?

VD. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would
the project:

a. Create a signcant hazd to the public or the environment 0 0 0 ~though the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazadous
materials

b. Create a signffcant hazard to the public or the environment 0 ~ 0 Dthough reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazdous materials into
the environment?

Manchester Vemwnt Village
Final Initial Stud
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Potentially
Signircant Unle

Potentially Mitigatio Le Than
Siiinificat hnpac Incol1rated Siiiniricnt hnpacl No hnpact

C. Ennt hazdous ennssions or hadle hazdous or acutely 0 0 0 !:hazadous materials, substaces, or waste with one-
quarer nnle of an existing or proposed school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazdous' 0 0 0 !:
materials sites compiled pursuant to Governent Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
siggficant hazard to the public or the environment?

e. For a project located with an airort land use plan or, 0 0 0 !:where such a plan has not ben adopte with two mies of
a public airort or public use airt would the project

result in a safety hazd for people residing or workig in
the project area? 

f. For a project with the vicinty of a private aistrip, would 0 0 0 !:the project result in a safety hazard for the people residig
or workig in the area?

g. Impai implementation of or physicaly interfere with an 0 0 0 !:adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

h. Expose people or strctues to a signcat rik of loss, 0 0 0 !:
injury or death involving wildland fies, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbani areas or where
residences are intermed with wildlands?

Vßi. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the 

proposal result in:

a. Violate any water quality stadads or waste discharge 0 0 !: 0
requirements?

b. Substatially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 0 0 0 !:
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existig nearby
wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planed land uses for which permts
have been granted)?

c. ' Substantially alter the existig drainage pattrn of the site or 0 0 0 !:
area, including though the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substatial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d. Substatially alter the exiting drainage pattern of the site or 0 0 D !:
area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substatially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in an manner which would result in
flooing on- or off site?

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would excee the 0 0 !: 0
capacity of existing or planed stonnwater drainage systems

Manchester Vermont Village 1l. Checklist
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Potntialy
Signirict Unle

Potnüatly Mitigaüon Le Than
, SIJ!nlricnt Impac Incorted SiJ!niricnt Impac No Impac

or provide substatial additionàl sources of polluted runoff

0'
" .

, 'i:
f. Otherwise substatialy degrade water qualty 0 .0
g. Place housing witt a i OO-yea floo plai as mappe .on 0 0 0 .,-,J ",(g..federal Floo Hazd Bounda or Floo Inurance Rate

Map or other floo hazd delieation map?

h. Place witt a lOO-year floo plai strcmres which would 0 0 D i:-impede or redect floo flows?

1. Expose people or strcmres to a signcant risk of loss, 0 0 0 r8inquir or death involving floog, including floog as a
result of the faiure of a levee or dam?

. -: '." ;: . ",
j. inundation by seiche, tsunam, or mudflow? 0 0 .0 i:

...'1

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNIG. Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established commuuty? 0 0 0 ,ig
b. Confct with applicable land use pl3D, policy or reguation 0 0 (8 0

. ...f an agency with jurdiction over th project (includig
but not limted to the general plan, specifc plan, coasta
program, or zonig ordiance) adopted for the purose of
avoiding or mitigatig an environmental effect?

c. Confict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 0 0 0 i:
namral community conservation ,plan? 

;
, i

,
X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. , Result in the loss of availabilty of a known mieral 0 0 0 ,IZ'resource that would be of value to the regicinand the
residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-importt 0 0 D i:mieral resource recovery site delieated on a local gener~ ;,' '. ;.,¡
plan, specifc plan, or other land use plan?

XI. NOISE. Would the project:

a. . Exposure of persons to or generation of noise in level in 0 0 (8, 0excess of stadads established in the local general plan or
. noise ordinance, or applicable stadards of 'Other agencies?

b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive 0 0 i: 0groundbome vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c. A substatiàl permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 0 0 (8 0the project vCicinity above levels existing without the
project?

Mannhester Vermont Village
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Potentially
Signiricnt Unle

Potentially Mitigation Le Than
Si~niricant Impact Incorrated Si~niricant Impact No Impact

d. A substatial temporar or periodic increae in ambient 0 0 0 0noise levels in the project vicinty above levels existing
without the project?

e. For a project locate with an airt land use plan or, 0 0 0 ~where such a plan has not ben adopted, with two miles of
a public aiort or public use airt, would the project

expose people residing or workig in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

f. For a project with the vicinty of a private aistrip, would 0 0 0 ~'the project expose people residig or workig in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

XLL. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

j
Induce substatial population growt in an area either 0 0 ~ 0a.
diectly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indiectly (for example, though extension of

", roads or other inastrctue)?

b. Displace substatial numbers of existig housing 0 ~ 0 0
necssitatig the constrction of replacement housing

elsewhere?

c. Displace substatial numbers of people necessitatig the 0 ~ 0 0
constrction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Xil. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in
'substatial adverse physical impacts associated with the

provision of new or physically altered governntal
facilities, constrction of which could cause siggficant
enviroruental impacts, in order to maita acceptable
service ratios, response ties or other performce
objectives for any of the public services:

a. Fire protection? 0 0 '.~ 0
b. Police protection? 0 0 ',~ 0
c. Schools? 0 0 ~ 0
d. Parks? 0 0 ~ 0i

,

! e. Other public facilities? 0 0 '~ 0¡

XIV. RECREATION.

a. Would the pr--ject increase the use of existing neighborhoo 0 0 ~ 0
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur

Manchester Vermont Village ll. Chcklist
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Potentially
Signirict Unle

Potntially Mitigati Le Than
Siiiniricnt Impact Inrpted Siiinificant Impac No Impac

or be accelerated?

6. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 0 0 0 r8constrction or expansion of recreational facilities wmch
nnght have an adverse physical effect on the enviroruent? '

XV. TRANSPORT A TION/CIRCULA TION. Would the
project:

a. Cause an increae in trafc wmch is substatial in relation 0 ~ 0 0
to the existig traffc load and capacity of the street system

(i.e., result in a substatial increae in either the number of
vemcle trps, the volume to ratio capacity on roads, or
congestion at intersections)?

b. Excee, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 0 0 r8 0 . '1
\

service stadad established by the county cOngestion .J

management 'agency for designated roads or mghways?
i

Result in a change in ai traffc pattern, including eitheråi 0 0 0 r8
'í

c. i

jincreae in trafc levels or a change in loction tht results

in substatial safety nsks?
i

d. Substatialy increase hazds to a design featue (e.g., 0 0 0 ,r8 .j
shar cures or dangerous intersections) or incompatible

uses (e.g., far equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? 0 0 0 r8
f. Result in inadequate parkig capacity 0 0 0 r8 1

g. Confct with adopte policies, plans, or program 0 0 0 r8 \
supporting alternative tranporttion (e.g., bus tuouts,

bicycle racks)?

XVI. UTILmES. Would the project:

a. Exceed wasteWater treatmnt requirements of the applicable 0 0 r8 0 ' ,':.~~-,-. - . . ..
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the constrction of new water or 0 0 ~ 0 ,;

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existig
facilities, the constrction of wmch could cause siggficant
environmental effects?

0 0 0 '~ ic. Require or result in the constrction of new stonnwater ,-J

draiage facilties or expanion of existig facilities, the
constrction of wmch could cause siggficant enviroruental
effects?

d. Have suffcient water supplies available to serve the project 0 0 ~ 0from existiiig entitlements and resource, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

Mannhester Vermonl Village
FinalE nitial Stiu
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Poall
Slpp Vil..

Poww Mldu IM ThD
SSt\ulli Jiid l--d SlpUCUr Impact No Impact

¡

envionmenta effects?
i';

d. Have sufcient water supplies available to serve th 0 0 t8 0.1
project from exisng eIrtleetS and resource, or ar,

'j new or expded entitlements needed?
.j

e. Resut in a deteration by the wastewater tratmt 0 0 ~ 0provider whch serves or may serve the project that it has

,i
adequate capacity to serve the project's projeCtd dem

! in addition to the provide"s exiti comi:ents?
!

0f. Be seecd by a landfl with sucicnt petted capacit 0 t8 Dto accommdate th project's solid wase disposl needa?

. ¡ g. Corly With fede stte, aud local statutes an 0 0 0 ~regulations related to solid wate?

.:'-j

- l XVI. MADATORY FIINGS OF SIGNICANCE.

1 a. Does th project have th potetial to degrade th quaity 0 0 0 ~. ";

of the envinmt, substay reduce th habitat offi
or widlife species, cause a fih or widle popution to
drop below self-susta levels, theaten toe1i a

plant or anl county, redce th nUJer or restct
the ran of a rare or endered pla or ani or
elimte imortt examles of the major perods of

Cafora history or prehisto?

b. Does the project have imacts which are individually 0 0 r. 0
lited, but cuutively considerable?("Cuatively

considerble" mean tht the incrmental effects of an
individua project are coderable when viewed in
coiuectìon with the effects cfpast projects, th effect¡ of

oth CUent projects, an the effects ofprobable fue
projects).

c. Does th prject have environmental effect which cause D t8 D 0
substtil advere effects on huii beins, either

diectly or indictly?

0 DISCUSSION OF TH EN01\'"TAL EVALUATION (Aiidd addlton.1 .huts If Deci..,)
\
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IV. ENVONMNTAL IlACT ANALYSIS

1. AESTHETICS

"a) Would the project have a substatial adverse effect on a sçenic vita?

A significant impact may occur if a project introduces incompatible visual elements within a
field of view containing a scenic vist or substantially blocks views of a scenic vista.

Proposed Project

l
"'
i

.,
No Impact. Given the flat terrain in this part of the City of Los Angeles and that the project
vicinity is entirely developed, with mostly commercial uses along Vermont Avenue and
residential uses along local side streets, no significant views are available nom the project site.
In addition, based on observations of the project site, the domirince of commercial views seen
nom the projec site and the lack of the project areabeirig identÚled as part of a scènic highway

(see Section 1(b), below), it can be concluded tht there are no scenic vistas visible nom the
project site. While development of the proposed project would increase the height of buildings
on the project site (nom approximtely 40 feet to a maximum of 75 feet, including any
mechanical roof structure), no impact is expected to occur given the absence of scenic vistas.

ï

Option B

No Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would oriy differ in the orientation
of the proposed strctres within the project site. The"dimennions, gross/nef building square
floor area, architectural style and exterior building materials under Option B would be the same

as those of the proposed project. However, Alterative B would present a continuous building

wall along the Vermont A venue frontage, whereas the proposed project would present more
building articulation. Consequently, Option B would create a greater sense of building massing

than the proposed project. Nevertheless, neither the proposed project nor Option B would have

an adverse effect on a scenic vista.

b) Would the project substatialy damage scenic resources, including, but not limted to,
tree, roc outcroppings, and hitoric buidings within a state scenic highway?

A significant impact would occur oriy if scenic resources would be damaged and/or removed
by development of a project.

Proposed Project

No lmpact. The proposed project site is located in a commercially developed area within the
community of South Los Angeles. There are no scenic resources or historically significant

Manchester Vemwnt Vilage

Final Initial Stu
IV. Environmental Impct Analysis

Page IV-l



City of Los Angeles Commty Redevelopme Agen March 2005

. buildings! on-site (see Section 5(a)) and ììoState-designated scenic highways are located

adjacent to, or within view of the project site.2 In addition, the project site is developed with
urban uses and does not contain any native Californ trees of particular aesth.. etic v~lJ.e (e.g.,
Oak trees). The proposed proJect' would include the removal of ~pproximtely seven

ornamental non-native Palm trees, but the oruy trees recognize by the City of Los Angeles for
their aesthetic value are oak trees (i,e., City of Los Angeles Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance).
Furthermore, the proposed project would implement a Xeriscape landscape plan, which would

include new landscape tree. As the proposed project would not damage and/or remove any

scenic resources, no imact would occur.

Option B .

NoImpact~ tpmp~re( to ,the proposed project, OptionB would only differ in the orientatiön

of the proposed structur~withi the project site. The project site boun~ries for Option Bare
the same as the proposed projecc. Therefore, the demolition of all existing strctures onsite
would be the same under Optió~ B as under tht p~oposed project. As such, Option B would

not remove any scenic resources .or . historically signficant buildings. In addition, no State-
desig~ttd scenic highways are locate adjacent to,. or within view of the project site. Thus,

Option B would not damage or remove any sCenic resources within a scenic highway and to
impact would occur. Consequently, Option B would have a similar impact as the proposed
project.

;

i
J

c)Wou1cl the projectsul)tatialy degde the exitig viual character or qualty of the site

and its surroundings?

A significant imact may occur if a project introduces incompatible visual elements on the
projeCt site or visual elements that would be incompatible with the character of the area
surrounding the project site.

Written correspondence with Thomas Shackford, Sta Researcher, South Central Coast Iriormon Center,

October 5, 200.

2 Califolla Scenic Highway Mapping System, State of Californa Department of Transportation, website
htt://ww.dot.ca.gov/hq/Larch/sceniclcahisys.htm. October 18, 200.
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City of Los Angeles Comnzuty Redevelopment AgenC)' March 2005

Proposed Project

General Character of Project Site and Surrouning Area

Potentialy Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. The project site is currently
developed with commercial buildings, multi-family residences, surface parking lots and a vacant
lot. The commercial buildings are mainly conscted of reinforced brick or concrete covered in
stucco. All except one of the existing commercial buildings on the project site are vacant. The
storefronts of the vacant commercial buildings are boarded ()ver ,and covered with posters and

graffti. In addition, the vacant comperçl¿l building adjacent to the vacant lot has visible signs

of fire damage, All the commtrcial buildings are rundown aad in a state of disrepair, as
evidenced further by the condition pf the.,J:ear of,the commercialbuildings~ The rear of the
commercial buildings have numerous window frames with no windows, broken fixtures hanging
from the walls, are tagged with graffti .and. over run by wees. Since the majority of the
commercial buildings are vacant, the area behind them has become a place for people to ilegally
dispose of their large and small trash items, 'e.g., woo boxes; trash cans, bed box springs and
soda cans. Overall, the commercial portion of the project site ,is an eyesore of the community

. 
(see Figures 11-4 through 11-6).

The two multi-famiy residences located onsite are rectangular in shape and covered in stucco,
which blends into the style of other reeidences in the project area. One of the surface parking

lots is adjacent ~o these residences.. There are no barriers dividing this surface parking from the
north-south and east-west orientated alleys located onsite. The other surface parking lot is

surrounded by a chain-lin fence with wees growing through the asphalt.

Development in the project area is characteriz by moderately dense urban development, which
largely consists of commercial.,retail buildiigs and residences on small lots. Vermont Avenue is
dominated with one:-story to thee-story commrcial buildings constrcted with simlar material

as the project site. The residences located, along 83M and 84dd Streets vary. in height from one- to

thee-stories with a large portion of them surrounded by high fences. There is litte to no
landscaped areas along the portion of Vermont Avenue located adjacentto the project site. In

addition, aside from the general landscapiq.g in nont yards of the residences along 83rd and 84dd

Streets, these streets are lined with a few palm trees.

Impact of Proposed Project on the General Chracter of the Surroundng Area

The project site is visible from the surrounding roadways, adjacent residential uses, and

commercial uses. Therefore, the proposed project would alter the visual character of the project

site through the demolition of the existing onsite uses, which would be replaced with an offce
building, child care center, and parking structure. There are no buildings of historical
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signficance on the project site or nearby, as the exiting structures on the project site do not
display any unique characteristics, such as distinct architectural details or landscaping elements,

which might distinguish them nornthetyica surrounding land uses.

The entire project site is developed except for the vacant lot. As such, the open space on the

project site oruy conSists of this vacant lotlocated in the northern portion of the site. . The vacant
lot is surrottded 'by a 'chain lin fence ånd'Covered with weeds. Consequently, this

'urideveloped lot is not considered to be ripen space tht could contribute to the project site's
'aesthetic value. Inåddition,thevegetation loCated onsite consists only of approximately seven

- nön'-native- palm tree; which'are in neè-hfttiinng. Thus, the propoSed project would not
result in the loss, -rêmOval, or álterationofany features tht contribute to the valued aesthetic

character ofilê-prójett site _or the neighbOrhood; cönîunity, or localize area.
. ..~~., -'

_To the contrary, the proposed project would offer a beneficial impact in this sense, as it would
replace-anunsightlyvacant lot and mmdown, poorly maintained strctues (both of which
arguably blemish thearea'seXXSting' visualcharacter) wiman attactively modern, commercial

development. In addition, un:ike ' most of the- surrounding development (including -the existig
commercial buildings on the projectsite), the proposed project would'incorpotate landscaping

elements and an open space area between the parking strcture and offce building to enhnce
-its- vis1Ùtlappearahce.Whileno landscape plarihas been developed yet, the project applicant

indicatesthe landscape design for the projeCt site would follow xeriscape principles (I.e., use
of dróû''ht-resistantplanrs to conserve' water), with stièet' trees placed per City of Los Angeles

requirements.

Massing and Height

'.'

.. With respect to building mass and height"typical land uses in the project vicinity are :generally
-,one-;;and,two-story commercial-and/or retaL buildings on small parcels. There is a three-story,
mied"u,se'building located on the southwest comer of Vermont Avenue and 83rd Street, which is

. èutrently,thê tallest building in ¡the 'immedate 'pröject vicinity. Theproposedpr-jèct would
conSist ofa seven-level (including i the rooftp) parking structure (approximately 60 feet in

, height) and afour-story'öffce building, approximtely 60 feet, but not to excee 75 feet in
height, on 12 parcels. Therefore, the proposed offce building would be one-story taller thn
the existing mied-use building. As such, the proposed project would become the tallest entity
in the immediate project vicinity. Neverteless,. the heights of the proposed project conform to

the height restictions as imosed by its location with Height District No. 1. In addition, with
the approval of a Conditional Use PerInt to deviate from the design requirements with respect
to a Commercial Corner Development (CCD), the height of the proposed project would not
conflct with the design guidelines of a CCD. As such, the proposed project would not cause a
significant aesthetic impact with respect to height.

!
'. i.

Manchester Vemwnt Village

Final Initial Stu
iv. Environmental impct Analysis

Page IV4



City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency March 2005

If the Zoning Administrator determnes tht this project is exempt from local zoning, then the
Project wil not be subject to the CCD's height requirements. Alternatively, if the Zoning
Administrator determines that this project is not exempt from local zoning, then the proposed
project would conflct with the CCD's height limitations.

i
.j

J
Architectural Design

The proposed project would be built in a "classic modern" style. The offce building exterior is
proposed to be a combination of glass curtain wall and plaster finih, with the glass curtin wall

on the Vermont Avenue side and the plastr/window walls are on the other three sides. The

proposed glass would be non-reflective. The prop()sed seven-level parking strcture would be
located on the nort side of the proposed offce building. The parking strcture would utilze
natural ventilation, and consequently would.. be open on all four sides.. To reduce the aesthetic

effect of the parking strcture's mass upon adjacent residents to the east, a mitigation measure
to include the landscaping of the stcture's eastern wall is recmmended. The intent of the
landscaping is to draw the viewer's attention away from the mass of the parking structure and

to focus it upon the details of the vegetativeplantings. The offce. building and parking

strcture would also be required. to conform to the. desigß guidelines as outlined in the Design
Guidelines for the Vermont Avenue Shopping Ceiiter Development Area (see mitigation
measures below). Exterior lighting would also correspond with building architecture to
beautify the architectural design-and to provide comfort and security.

i
.J

In addition, the proposed north-south alley would become the. eastern border of the project site
and, therefore, a set back between the. project site and adjacent residential uses would be
created. With the imlementation of a landscape plan and the mitigation measures liste below,

potentially significant building massing impacts associated with the proposed parking structure
would be reduced to a less-than-significant leveL.

_I
'j

Overall, the proposed project does not introduce elements which would substantially detract

from the existing visual character of the surrounding area. Since the proposed project's
location, height, scale and architectural artculation are generally compatible with the existing
commercial development located along Vermont A venue and with imlementation of the

mitigation measures below, the aesthetic impact to the project area's visual character would be

less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce potentially significant
building massing and view impacts of the proposed strctures:
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1-1. The applicant shall submit a landscape plan for the proposed offce building and parking

garage to the Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency Planning Department

for review and approval 'prior to the issuahcë of grading permts.
,. . ~ . ~ F",

1-2. The eat wall of - thepropo.sed parkig strctre'shall be designed to avoid large
expanses of blank wall. - visible from residential 'properties, through architectural
treatments such as textued or decrative surfaces, and/or landscaped treatments such as

leafy or vining plants and tree. Specifically, the preliminary landscape plan shall

propose to grow c~eeping vines on the walls to soften the visually hard surface, while a

combi~~on oftrees~ ,shrbs, a,nd ground cpver shall be planted in landscape buffers
betwreiithe stcture's walls ~IId the propert lines.. ~ ~~. . ;.1: i

-'
, -

-1-3. The proposed 'project's tlMígnShall be subjectto review and approval by.'Los Angeles, ,
Comiunity-Redevelojbriêiit Agency 

staff 'to eiiurè conSistency with the Design
Guidelines for the Velrnt Avenue Shopping Center Development Area.

..'.... :.
i

Option;B

, , . !

lo.tentlaiy SSggticat, ,nnless, l\tigattt)ll Jn.corprated. Compared to the pr()posed project,, ; , .' '. .' "~" --,. .'. .' ,.'. -" ." . .. ,
Option B wouldoriy differ in t:e qrientation,oLthe proposed structues within the project site.
The ai:chitectral Stle, heightand: exteriqr building materials under Option B would be the same
as thpse of the propoi;edproject, __ However" _ A.lerative B wquldpresent a continuous building. - - .
wall along the Vermqnt i\venue .fron~ge, - wher~as the proposed project would present more
building articulation. Consequently, Option B would create a greater sense of building massing
thn . tlle W:oposedproject. Nevertheless, Option B would replace unoccupied, poorly
roiitained commercial bûildings and a vacant lot and surface parking lot, with an attactively

modem commercial ,development. _ In addition, OptionB would be required to implement

Mitigation.Measures 1-1 ;and 1-2.

i

, I
, !

-,-
:

!

Simiar to the proposed projec, Option B would be required to comply with the design

guideliies of the,South CentralL.sAngelesCommunity Plan (see Mitigation Measures 1-3 and
1-4). ; With implementation of these mitigation measures, Option Bwould have a less-than-
significantimpact on the visual character of the project site and its surroundings. Consequently,

Option B would have a similar Imactas the proposed project. !

..¡

d) Would the project create a new source of substatial light or glare which would adversely
afect day or nighttime views in the area?

A sig~ficant impact may occur if a project introduces new sources of light or glare on the
project site, which would be incompatible with the areas surrounding the project site or would
pose a safety hazard to motorists utilzing adjacent streets or freeways.
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Proposed Project

lighting

_. Les Than Signficat Impact. The project site is located in a well-lit urban area where there
are high levels of ambient nighttime lighting including street lights, architectural and security
lighting, indoor building ilumination (light emanating nom the interior of strctures which
passes through windows) and automobile headlights. In addition, the existing alleyways and
buildings on the project site currently contain lighting.

Night lighting for the proposed projec would be provided in order to iluminate walkways,

building entrances, parking _areas,-and driveways, largely to provide adequate night visibilty

for visitors and workers and, to provide a - measure of security. The maority of lighting
associated with the proposed project would be directe towards the interior of the. project site
and directed away from the neighboring land uses to minimize brightness and spil. - In addition,
with implementation of Mitigation Measure 1-1, landscaping could be placed along the eastern

border of the project site, further decreasing light spilage onto the adjacent residential uses.
The architectural features and facades would also not be designed with reflective materials.
Overall, the proposed project would not Createexëessive lighting which is not visually
consistent with surrounding land uses, or result in a substantial increase in light that would

affect sensitive nearby uses. Therefore, with respect to lighting, the proposed project would
have a less-thn-significant impact.

Glare

Glare is a common phenomenon in the Southern California area due mainly to the occurrence of

a high number of days per year with direct suriight and the highly urbanized nature of the
region, which results in a large concentration of potentially reflective surfaces. Potentially

reflective surfaces in the project vicinity include, automobiles traveling and parked on streets in

the vicinity of the project, windows in buildings, and surfaces of brightly painted buildings in
the project vicinity. Excessive glare not only rest¡'cts visibilty but increases the ambient heat
reflectivity (i.e., albedo) in a given area,

The offce building exterior is proposed to be a combination of glass curtin wall and plaster
finish, with the glass curtin wall on the Vermont Avenue side and plaster/window walls on the
other three sides. The proposed glass would be non-reflective. These building materials would

be expected to minimize potential glare effects along Vermont Avenue. The parking structure
would also utilze non-reflective façade materials, to provide a unified architectural statement

for the project. Consequently, reflective glare from the parking structure would not be

expected to significantly affect the adjacent sensitive residential uses. As such, the proposed
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project would not cause excessive glare tht is out of chaacter with the commercial and retail
land uses surrounding the project site, or would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area.

Shae/Shaw

Thresholds of Signficace

Determnation of imact from shadows is a 
subjecve assessment. Accrding to the L.A.

CEQA Thresholds Guide, a shadow imact is normlly considered significant if shadow-sensitive
. uses would beshadedbyprojec-rel~te strctresformøre th 

thee hours beeen the hours of

,9:00 AM:ad.3:00. .PM Pacific Standad Time 
(beteen late Ocøber and early April), or for

more tha. four' hours between the hours of 9.:00 ,AM and 5:00 PM : Pacific Daylight Time
(beteen early Apri ;andlateOctober).Fot'the purposes of 

thi stdy the thesholds outlined
above wil 'be used. '

The issueor~hade .and.shadowpertII to .the blockage of direct sunlight by project buildings,
which IrY; affeee adJ~f~ntproperties. ,Shading is an importnt environmentalissue because the

users or occupants of certin land uses, such as residential, reçreattonallparks, churches, schools,
outd~r restaurants, ar-qpedestrianare3;have some reaS(nable eJqecttions for 

direct suriight. '" . .
and warm frnm the sun. These land uses are termed "shadow-sensitive".

Shadow lengt are dependent on the height and size of the building from which they are cas and
the angle of the sun. The angle of the su varies with respect to the rotation of the earth (i.e.

time of day) and ellptica orbit (i.e. change in seasons). The longest shadows are ca durig the
winef;months;and;the'shortest shadöws are,cat during the suer month.

,.,

Wmter and, Siier Solstice- '. ,', - .
"Solstice"isdefineqaseither öfthe. two poin on the ecliptic (i.e.". the. .p;;th of the. eartaround:, . ,,-.~ '. . -' ., .' f : o. .~ ": :': ë-' :' " ::: "", ....~, : _ .. : '. '. .." . : . : i . _ .. _ " ~..' . : '_
the Sün)that lie"nnd'Ýaybetweentheequinoxes (separted non:thein by an anglar distance of

900). At the solstces, the sun's apparent position on the celestial sphere reaches its greates
distace above or below the celestial equator, about 23 1/20 of the arc. At winter solstice, about

Dember 22, the sun is..overhead,at noon at the Tropic of Capricorn; ths marks the begig of
winter in the NorternHemisphere. At the time of sumer solstce, ::bout June 22, the sun is
directy overhead~t noon at the Tropic of Cancer. In the Northern Hemisphere, the longest day

and shortst night of the year occur on ths date, making the begining of summer. Measuring

shadow lengt for the winter and summer solstices represents the extremes of the shadow
pattern tht occur thoughout the year. Shadows cast on the sumer 

solstice are the shortest

shadows during the year, beming progressively longer until winter solstice when the shadows

are the longest they are all year. Shadows are shown for winter solstice and summer solstice, cat
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from 9:00AM to 3:00PM (winter) and 9:00AM to 3:00 PM (sunuer) in Figures IV-1 and IV-2,

respectively.

Assumptions

1

i
J

Shadow length multipliers and bearngs were projec for 34° latitude, which is the latitude
location for the project site. Shadows shown for winter solstice, cat between 9:00 AM to 3:00

PM, were shown to have a mamum shadow angle of 42° in the wes and 44 ° in the east. Thus,

shadow sensitive uses locted greater th 42° west or 44° ea of due north would not be
affeced by winter shadows. Shadow pattern for summer solstice, cast from 9:00 AM to 5:00
PM, were shown to have a maxium shadow angle of95 ° and 95°, respecively. Thus, shadow

sensitive uses located greater th 95° west Or greater th 95° east of due nort would not be

affeced by sunuer shadows. Topography was not incorprated as an input in the following

analysis because the changeS in elevation in the àrea of the projec site are graduaL. Building

heights were based on the numer of floors of each building. The dimensions, setbacks, and

placement of existing buildins were estited based on a site recnnaissance, ground

photographs and aerial photographs of the projec vicinty. For the purose of this stdy, the

height used. to calculate the shadowsc~tbY the propose building is 60 feet which is the
maimum buildingheightållö\Vedaccording-tothe zoiing, and therefore represents a worse-case

scenario.

1
i

1

i
l'

Existing Shaow Patterns

1. The area around theprpposed,project site was surveyed for shadow sensitive uses in November
200. There are adjacent ~hadow-sensitjve uses nort, south and east of the project sìte, which

consist of single and mufti-family residential properties.

.ì

!

Proposed Shaow Patterns

Shadows lengths.and angles which would be cast by the proposed projèct during the winter and

summer solstices are described in Table IV -1 below.

Manchester Vermont Vilage

Final Initial Stu
IV. Environmental Impct Analysis

Page IV-9



il::
Zil
~
l-Zo
:21" = 250' 0:

approxima scale il
Soun:: Cbislor A. Joseh & Asiate, Dember 20. :;

OM MER IAL

2-STORY
MULTI

FAMILY
SIDENTI L

COMME CIA

PARKING LOT

MEDICAL
OFFICE

83rd STREET

3-STORY MIXED
USE/RESIDENTIAL

EMMER+

LEGEND.;:":;";;'

3:0M

Proped
Development NORTH

~
~ 12:00 Shadows

81 st STREET

D
D RESIDENTIAL

LEY

~RKlNG LOT

RESIDENTIAL

82nd STREET

I

i

I

f

I

i

I

i

j

i

I

POST OFFICE

UL I F IL Y

NC S

83rd STREET

GLE NO ULT FAM L
R SID NCE

PROPOSED
OFFICE

BUILDING.
.75 FEET

GLE ANQ MUL I FA IL Y
ESI ENC S

84th STREET

VACANT i- SIN LE NO ULT FA LYz
.c R SID NCu
~

ALLEY

_ CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES
Environmental Planning and Research

Figure IV-1

Proposed Winter Shadows



i
i'. 2-STORY

MULTI
FAMILY
SIDENTI L

"

ri,
i

.J.

;"1

i
\
1!

I
J

OMMER IAL

COMME CIA

PARKING LOT

MEDICAL
OFFICE

"

83rd STREET

I
J

i
¡

3-STORY MIXED
USE/RESIDENTIAL

\
i

LEGEND
"
i

"

~

f"

i" = 250'
approx.imaa SC:e

EMMER+

Propoed
Development NORTH

~
Sourc: Christophr A. Joseh & Asi."". Deember 200.

81 st STREET

D
D RESIDENTIAL

L Y

RESIDENTIAL

82nd STREET

POST OFFICE I-o..
C)
Z
S2
a:ã:

i.::
Z
W

~
~Zo.~
0:
w::

PROPOSED
OFFICE

BUILDING
75'FEET

PROPOSED
PARKING

STRUCTURE
60 FEET

84th STREET

VACANT I-Z
c:
U
~

CHRISTOPHER A. JOSEPH & ASSOCIATES
Environmental Planning and Research

SIN LE ND UL I F IL Y
R SID NC S

83rd STREET

GLE ND ULT FAM L
R SID NCE

1 Stor
Coneor

GLEAND MUL I FA ILY
ESI ENC S

SIN LE ND ULT FA LY
R SID NC

ALLEY

Figure IV-2

Proposed Summer Shadows



City of Los Angeles Commty Redelopme Agency
March 2005

Winter
9:00 AM
12:00 PM
3:00 PM
Summer

210 feet
118 feet

. 244 feet

42°
2°
44°

168 feet
94 feet
195 feet

42°
2°
44°

9~ ftet . ,95°
::,:1.feet.~:"_ .:::.. 53 °

83 feet ' -95°
'Om North which is taken as 0°;

76 feet
17 feet
83 feet

95°
53°
-95°

-

Winter Shadows

9;'OOAM

Offce Buildingc.¡:l5 feet

As shown in Fi-Øre IV-I, winttr shadows cast at 9:00 AM by the proposed 75-foot offce

building would,)ra~I'across Vermnt Avenue in a nortwesterly direction and onto the proposed

parking structure áid V,óûld nòfShadeànyseI1Ítîve land uses.

'-' :
Parkhig Strcture ';;(JO feet

. ,

Winter shadq\y&"8lst at 9:00 Mv' ~y tbe proposed60.;foot parking strcture would fall 
in a

northwesterly_~~t~rion across Ve~iPntA.venue and 
'on to the post offce parking lot north of

83rd Street. ksrrïl portion of one residential lot nort of 83rd Street would also be shaded.
:-, -. c.; '. ':-!,." _:',r,:,'. :"~'. -, ". _.;~~, ,", ";""_::"

12:00 PM

Offce Building'- 75 feet

Shadows at 12:00 PM would be very short cast Ii a northerly direction onto the project site and

no sensitive land uses would be shaded.
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Parking Structure - 60 feet

Shadows at 12:00 PM would be very short cast in a northerly direction onto the sidewalk on the
south side of 83rd Street and no sensitive land uses would be shaded.

3:00 PM

. ~

Offce Building - 75 feet

Shadows cast at 3:00 PM would fall. in a norteasterly direction onto the proposed parking
strcture and single and multi-family lots to the east of the project site. These shadows would
not last longer than 3 hours between the hours of 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM; therefore, no impacts
would occur.

Parking Strcture - 60 feet

."1
Shadows cast at 3:00 PM would fall in a norteasterly direction onto the post offce parking lot,
and onto single and multi-famiy lots. nort of 83rdStreet and to the east of the project site.

Since 12:00 PM shadows would not shade the residential properties north of 83rd Street, the

3:00 PM shadows would not last longer thn 3 hours between the hours of 9:00 AM and 3:00
PM. Shadows cast onto residential lots to the east of the project site also woiild not last for
more than three hours as sunset would ocur at approximately 4:47 PM. Therefore shadows
cast by the project site would not have a signficant impact as they would not shade currently
unshaded off-site shadow-sensitjve uses for more th three hours, between the hours of 9:00

AM and 3:00 PM.

Summer Shadows

9:00 AM

Offce Building - 75 feet

As shown in Figure IV-2, summer shadows cast at 9:00 AM by the proposed 75 foot offce
building would fall across a portion of Vermont Avenue in a westerly direction and would not

shade any sensitive land uses.

Parking Structure - 60 feet

Summer shadows cast at 9:00 AM by the proposed 60 foot parking structure would fall across a

portion of Vermont Avenue in a westerly direction and would not shade any sensitive land uses.
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12:00 PM

Offce Building - 75 feet

Shadows at 12:00 PM would be very short and cast in a norterly direction and would not
shade any sensitive land uses.

Parking Strcture - 60 feet

Shadows at 12:00 PM would ~bevery short and cast in a norterly direetionand would not

shade any sensitive land uses. , '

JS,:OO PM

Offce Building - 75 feet
. ¡
. j

Shadows cast at 5:00 ~.Mbythe, proposed 75 footoffcebuildiIIg would fall. 
in an easterly

diréctionand shade one resiçlentil Jot, ~mpletelyandanother partially. However, these, ,
shadows would not, sha. de : CQrr~q. tly unbad~. off-site shadow-:sensitive uses for fpur or more. . - .
hours betweenthe .hours,of9:00 AM and ,s:op PM. ,Tiierefpre,.sumershadowimpacts.would. ..
be less than significant".

Parking Structure - 60 feet

Shadows cast at 5:00PMbý tlle proposed 75 'foot òffce búilding Wùuld fall in an easterly
direction and shade one residential lot completely and another partially. However, these
shadows would not shade currently unhaded off-site shadow-sensitive ~ses for four or more
hours between the hours of 9:00 AM and 5:00 PM. Therefore, summer shadow imacts would
be less thn significant.

Option B
:¡.

':" J

Winter Shadows

9:00 AM

Offce Building - 75 feet

As shown in Figure IV-3, winter shadows cast at 9:00 AM by the proposed 75 foot offce
building would fall across Vermnt Ave~ueand the post offce parking lot north of the project

site in a northwesterly direction and would not shade any sensitive land uses. The shadows
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would be essentially the same as those of the proposed project and therefore less than
significant.

Parking Strcture - 60 feet

Winter shadows cast at 9:00 AM by the proposed. 6Q foot parking strcture would fall in a
northwesterly direction on to the post ,offce parking lot nort of the project site. Shadows
would also fall on to a small portion of one residentil lot nort of 83rd Street. However this
shadow would not combine with the 12:00 PM shadow to shade the residential lot for more
than three hours and therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

12:00 PM

Offce Building - 75 feet

Shadows cast by the proposed 75 foot .offce buîlding ~t 12:00 PM fall in a northerly direction
across83rd Street arid would not shade any sensitive land uses. No shadow impact would

occur.
.'-.':

Parking Strcnìi;e""60 feet

Shadows cast by the ptoposed60 'lopt..p~tkigstrcture .at 12:00 PM fall in a northerly
direction onio83rd Street ana would;ÍÍot shade any sbnsitive land uses. No shadow impacts

would occur.

3:00 PM

Offce Building;':: 75 feet

Shadows caståt3:00 PM wouldfallin;a norteasterly 4irection on to the post offce parking lot". ,-'-,": ". '-. -.
nort of the ptojeitsite and on to:t~fproposed project parking strcture. The shadows would
not combine witht2:00 PM shadowStfrom the parking strcture to shade a sensitive land use
for more than 3 hours. Consequently, no impacts would occur.

Parking Structure - 60 feet

Shadows cast at 3:00 PM would fall in a norteasterly direction onto single and multi-family
lots north of 83rd Street and to the east of the project site. Simar to the proposed project, these

shadows would not have a significant imact. They would not combine with the 12:00 PM
shadows and therefore they would not shade currently unshaded off-site shadow-sensitive uses

for more than three hours, between the hours of 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM.
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Summer Shadows

9:00 AM

Offce Building - 75 feet
;. u' .

As showl!in FigüreIV-4, sQmmer si:dows cast at 9:00 AM by the proposed offce building
would fall across Vermont Avenue in a westerly direction and would not shade any sensiti~e
land uses. The shadows would be essentiaJly,the same as those of the proposed project and
therefore lessthn sigllficant.

Parking Strcture - 60 feet ..

......., . .
Samer,shadows cast, 3t9:oo AM~y,::,the.proposedparkigstructure would fall onto the '
proposed child care center and the courtard between, the proposed offce building and the

parking strufture.'. ~he sha40w patti'would not shàd.e currently unshaded off-site shadow-
'seiiitiveu~es. Therëfore, shadow impacts would be less th signficant;

12:00 PM

Offce Building - 75 feet

Shadows at 12:(),PM would beYlW short and cast in å norterly direcion and would not
shaøe any se~it,tv-- land uses. llJ;e, shadows would be essentially the same as those of the
proposedprojec~p,ø therefore leSs~.signficant.

Parking Strcture "' 60 feet
'".:;;.:

Shadows at 12iQQPMwQ1l1d Dcè~i~~#ry short and cast in a norterly direction and would not

shade a~y se~ln¥~ land uses. ;i;"Thedshadows would 
be essentially the. same astbose of the

,:.prQPošedprÒJ~:~aP therefore less tt signficant.

.'

J~:OO PM

Offce Building - 75 feet I

Shadows cast at 5:00 PM would fall in an easterly direction onto the proposed project parking
structure;, no . imacts would occur.

Parking Structure - 60 feet

Shadows cast at by the proposed parking strcture at 5:00 PM would shade one most of two
residential lots to the eat of the project site. These shadows would not shade currently unshaded
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off-site shadow-sensitive uses for four or more hours between the hours of 9:00 AM and 5:00
PM. Therefore, suer shadow imacts less th signficant, and essentially the sam as the

proposed projec.

Cumulative Impacts

.i

Les Tha Signficat Impact. There are 27 related projects in the vicinity of the project site

(see Table IV-21). Development of the proposed project in conjunction with the related
projects would result in an intensification of land uses in an already urbanize area of the City.

As previously discussed, there are no scenic vistas or resources in the vicinity of the project

site. While many of the related projects and the proposed project would be visible from public
and private properties, all the relate projects except one are not in close proximty to the
proposed project and, therefore, would not combine with the proposed project to obstruct
existing public scenic views. However, Related Project No.4 is located directly south of the

project site, at the corner of 84dd Street and Vermont Avenue.

The project site for Related Project No.4 consists of a large vacant lot, overgrown with weeds
and rundown commercial buildings. No architectural renderings are known at this time;
however, it is assumed that the strctre contaíning the 90 dwellng units would be designed in
an aesthetically pleasing manner. As such, the constrction of the proposed project and Related
Project No.4 would improve the general character of the project site. Furtermore, because
there are no architectural renderings, no analysis can be preformed to determne the cumulative
impacts of the proposed project and Related Project No.4 on shade/shadow, light and glare. It

is assumed, however, that any potentially significant impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-

significant leveL. Therefore, the development of the proposed project and related projects
would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact.

With respect to Option 'B, as Option B would differ in the orientation of the proposed structures

within the project site. As discussed above, even though Option A is designed differently than

the proposed project, Op.ton Bwould have the same level of impact for all.:respective impact
categories as the proposed project. Therefore, since a less-than-significant cumulative impact

on aesthetics was identified under the proposed project, a less-than-significant aesthetic impact

under Option B is also expected.

2. AGRICULTUR

a) Would the project convert Prie Farmand, Unique Farmand, or Farmand of Statewide

Importce (Farmand), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmand
Mapping and Monitoring Progr of the Calforna Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?
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,

A significant impact may occur ifa'project were to result in the conversion of State-designated

agricultural land nom agricultural use to another non-agticulturaluse.

Proposed Project

No Impact. The CalifOrnia Departent of Conservation, Division of Land Protection, lists
Prime Farmand, Unique Farmland,-aiid Farmland of Statewide -Importnce under the general
category of "Importnt Farmland." , The project site has not been mapped by the Division of
Land Protection for Importnt Farmland, nor is the project site zoned or otherwise designated
as farmand. 

3 The project site is 
currently developed with commercial and residential uses and

does not containany,agriculturaluses;. Therefore, no imact on farmand or agricultural
resources would occur. ' _.. ~

: \

, .Opriorr B .. ,
No Impact. The project site bouncìaiies for Option B and the proposed project are the same.

,...As th.e pro.~ect site h, .asnot .. bee.n mmp. ped -,by the Diy.. isionof Land Protection for Importnt-- '. ..
Farmland, or zone( as farmlan.d"the.:devtlopment of Option:B would not 

convert falland to a

non-agricultural use. Thus, no iiaçt would occur and the same imp.. act would occur under. . ,".. -, .' . - 'õ',' .,' ". .'
Option B as und~r theprqposed,prpject.

.1

b) . Would the project confct with exitig zonig for agrcultllra use, or a Wilamon Act
.' ContraCt?

A significant impact :may OCCUr if a projec were to result in the conversion of land zoned for

àgricultural use or under a' .Willamson. Act contract frOIr agricultual use to another non-

agricultural use.

Proposed Project
. ,'.. .,.

No Impact. The :proposed 'project ,is currently dèvelopoo with commercial and residential uses
and. is not zoned for aggiculturaluse. Therefore, 

the proposed project would not involve the
conversion of agricultural land to another use and noimpactto agricultural resources would
occur.

.¡

3 State of Cùlifomia Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmand Mapping

and Monitoring Program, Los Angeles Coun Important Farmnd 1998, Map.
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Option B

.j

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
The project site is currently,develope with commercial and residential uses and is not zoned
for agricultural use. Therefore, constrction of Option B would not convert agricultural land to
a non-agricultural use or confict with a Wiliamon Act contract. Thus, no impact would occur
and the same impact would occur under Option B as under the proposed project.

c) Would the project involve other changes in the exiting environment, which due to their
loction or nature, could result in conversion of Farand, to non-agrcultural use?

, '

.,

A significant impact may ocur if a project results in the conversion of farmand to another,
non-agricultural use.

Proposed Project

i No Impact. The project site is currently developed with commercial and retail uses and,
therefore, the proposed project would not involve the conversion of agricultural land to another
use. The project site and nëaby propertes are not currently utilze for agricultural activities
and, as discussed above (Secion 2(b)),the project site is not zoned for agricultural use. In
addition, the project site has not been mappe by the Division of Land Protection for Imortnt
Farmland. Therefore, no impact to the conversion of Farmand would occur.

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
As the project site. and surrounding properties are not currently utilzed for agriculture use, the

development of Option B would not cause the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use.
Thus, no impact would occur and the same imact would occur under Option B as for the
proposed project.

Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. There are 27 rerate projects in the vicinity of the project site (see Table IV-21).

Development of the proposed project in conjunction with the related projects would not result in
the conversion of State-designted agricultural land from agricultural use to another non-
agricultural use. As the City of Los Angeles is an urban, built-out area, the amount of
agricultural land is minimaL. Based on this fact, the project site and related projects are not
mapped by the Division of Land Protection as Imortnt Farmland nor are they included on any

State- or locally-designated agricultural lands listing. As such, the construction of the proposed
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project and related projects would not result in the loss of prime soils and no cumulative impact

would occur.

In addition, OptionB would only differ from the ,proposed project in the. orientation of the
proposed i"trctureswithin the ,projec 

site. As no cumulative impact on agricultural resources
were identified under the proposed project, no cumulative agricultural resources impact under
Option B is expecte.

3. AIR QUALITY . . , ~', .

a) Would the projec confict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air qualty
plan?

A signficant impact may occur if the project is not consistent with the applicable air quality
plan.

Proposed Project,'

Les Than Signficat Iiipact. In the case of project proposed within the City of Los

Angeles or. elstwhere in the. Si:mth Coast Air ,(Basin), the applicable plan is the Air Quality'. '; ", - . .
,Management Plan (AQM::~),ttt is prepared by the South Coast Air Managel1ent District

(SCAQMD). The SCAQ~D is the agency principally responsible for comprehensive air' . ,
pollution control in the Basin. To tht end, the SCAQMD, a regional agency, works directly
with the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), county transporttion
commssions, local governents, and cooperates actively with all State and federal government

agencies. TheSCAQMD'develops rules arid regulations, . establishes permtting requirements,
inspects emissions sourceS,aIid'eiiforces such measures though educational programs or fines,

when necsary.

The SCAQMD is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary (area and point),

mobile, and indirect sources. It has responded to ths requirement by preparing a series of

AQMPs. The most recent of these was adopted by the Governing Board of the SCAQMD on
August 1,2003. This AQMP, referred to as the 2003 AQMP, was prepared to comply with the
federal and State Clean Air Acts and amendments, to accommodate growt, to reduce the high
pollutant levels of poUiitánts i? the Basin, to meet federal and State air quality standards, and to
minimize the fiscal impact that pollution control measures have on the local ecnomy. It
identifes the control measures that wil be implemented to reduce maor sources of pollutants.
These planning effort have substntially decreased the population's exposure to unhealthful

levels ?f pollutant, even while substantial population growth has occurred within the Basin.

, ;
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Due to these planning effort, the level of ambient pollutants monitored in the Basin have

decreased substantially since 1980.4

Projects that are consistent with the projecions of employment and population forecasts
identified in the Growth Management :Chapter of the RCPG are 

considered consistent with the
AQMP growth projections, since the Growt Management Chapter forms the basis of the land
use and transporttion control portions of the AQMP.

As discussed in Section 12(a) ofthis'Environmental.'lmpact Analysis, SCAG has divided its
jurisdiction into 14 subregions. The project site is located within the City of Los Angeles
subregion, which includes all areas withn ,the 'boundaries of the City of Los Angeles. In 200,
the City of LLs Angeles 'subregion: had an estimate:permaent population of 3,844,923 persons
and approximtely 1,278,-653 housing unts. By the year 2005, SCAG forecasts an increase to
4,030,122 persons (a 4.8 percent increase) and 1,323,162 housing units (a 3.5 percent

increase). Between the years 2005 and 2020, SCAG forecsts an increase to 4,570,707 persons

(a 13.4 percent increase) and 1,619;809 housing units (-an 22.4 percent increase).

The potential of up to 1,200 relocatedand'new employees associated with the proposed project
would not substantially contribute any perment residents to South Los Angeles. Any
population growt related to ,the proposed project would be miimal and has already been
anticipated and planned for in the South Centrl Los Angeles Community Plan. Therefore, it
would be within the SCAG growt projections and coósistent with AQMP attinment forecasts.

Another measurement tool in determiing consistency with the AQMP is to determne how a
project accommodates the expected increase in population or employment. Generally, if a
project is planned in a way that results in the minimzation of vehicle mies traveled (VMT)
both within the project and the community in which it is located, and consequently the
minimization of air pollutant emissions, tht aspect of the project is consistent with the AQMP.

The project site is locted in a highly urbanize area of the City of Los Angeles and adjacent to
Vermont Avenue, which accmmdates public transit service. The project site is located within

walking distance of shopping sites for project employees. The proposed project would also

provide childcare facilities for County employees. This type of infill development is consistent

with the goals of the AQMP for reducing the emissions associated with new development.

Based on this information, the proposed project is consistent with the 2003 AQMP. Therefore,

less-than significant imact would occur.

4 South Coast Air Management District, AQMD, 2003, page 2-7.
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Option B

". -

Les Tha Signficat Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ
, ,in. the Qfren.tationofthe proposed strctes with :teproject . site. 

As such, the dimensions,
..gross/netsqure,b.uilding square floor area 

and 'land uses under Option B would be the same as
those of the prpposedproject. ,.,¡

~- '~ - - -'

"".;'-

Projects tht are consistent with the projections of employment and population forecasts

identified in' the. Growt Management .Chapterof'the RCPG are. considered consistent with the
AQMP growt projections, since the Growth Management Chapter form the basis of the land
use and JranporttioI1 controlportonsofthe'AQMP. Asanalyze'iri Secion 12(a), Option B
is consisttnbwith. ,population projections 

accrding to" the, South Central Los Angeles
Community Plan. 'Therefore, . 

Option B would be within the SCAG.,growth projections and
wouldbeeonsistent.with AQMP attinment forecsts..

In additioIl if a 
Pfoject is planed in .cc. Wff.ytht. reSSlts in; the nnmization of vehicle mies. . .-". -'.' .

trveled (VMT) both within the project and the community in which it is located, and
consequently the minimzation of air: pollutaIit. emissions, . tht aspet of the project is consistent

wittthe AQMP¡The redevelopmentofthe project 
site is consistent with these AQMP goals

for reducing emissions associated with. new development.. :;Thereföre, Option B would be
consistent with the; 2003 AQMP. and a . less-"thnesigiificant imact'WoUUdoccur. Consequent! y ,
the same, impact would ;occur under .Option B as under the. proposedpröject.

. ". ;i:

b) WQuldthe project'VVolate any air 
qualty stadard or contribute substatialy to an existing

or projected air qualty violation?

A project mmy hayt cc significant imact where projec-relattd tmisions would 

exce federal,
state or reø9~"st.dards. or thesholds, .or.where projec-relate emisions would substantially

contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation. . ,. ¡

: :.~~ ¡ ".

Pr()pOSed Project

'-' .
(i) Construction-Related Impacts . .Potentialy SighficatUnleesMitigation Incorporated. During cOIÍction, thee basic typs
of activities w()uld be expeed to ocur and generate emissions. First, the exiting stctres
would be demcliShed and the surface parking lots would be removed. Second, the development
site would be prepared, excavate, and graded to accommte building foundations. Third, the
proposed parkig strctre, commercial building, and daycare center would be constrcted.
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!

The analysis of daily conscton emisions ha ben prepared utiizi the URBEMIS 2002
computer moel recrnended by the SCAQMD. Due to th conscton tim fre and th

nonnl day-t-dy variabilty in constrction actvities, it is diffcult, if not imssible, to precisely

, quntify the daily emissions assiate with each phase of the proposed constrction actvities.

Noneteless, Table IV -2 identifies daily emisions that are estited to occur on peak constrction

days. As shown, emisions generate during the demolition and site excavation phase would not

excee the thresholds recmmnded by the SCAQMD. The average daily emisions of VOC
generated durig the building constrcton pha are predicted to exce the recmmended
thesholds and the average daily emisions of NOx during ths phase would come close to
exceeing the recmmnded theshold. As shown, the pri sorce of the VOC emisions is the
off-gas of architecal coatigs (paints)~ The anysis assum tht contactors would be using
product that coIIly with SCAQMD Rule 11 13 and have a VOC rating of 125 grams per liter.
Beause these emisions would exce the thesholds recmmended by the SCAQMD, the imact
is considered to be potentially signficant.

-.1

.;

Table IV-2

1 Estimted Daiy.ConstrUction Emissions
¡

J

Site Deition Ph
Fugiuve Dust 10.50

Off-Road Diesel Equipment 4.66 36.77 33.89 1.73

On.Road Diesl Equipment 1.99 36.65 7.51 0.58 1.05

Worker Tnps 0.09 0.14 2.57 0.00 0.01

Tota Emissions 6.74 73.56 43.97 0.58 13.29

SCAQMD Thresholds 75.00 100.00 550.00 150.00 150.00

Sigiificant Impact? Nò No No No No

Site Grading and Excavation Phas

Fugiuve Dust 26.00

Off-Road Diesel Equipment 7.18 53.10 54.83 2.43

On-Road Diesel Equipment 0.22 4.00 0.82 0.06 0.12

Worker Tnps 0.11 0.13 2.56 0.00 0.01

Tota Emissions 7.51 57.23 58.21 0.06 28.56

SCAQMD Thresholds 75.00 100.00 550.00 150.00 150.00

Sigiificant Impact? No No No No No
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'.

BlliidingCoDSruction Phas

BUilding COnStrtion off-Rod Diesel EqripireÍÍ . 6.70 52.43 48.76 -- 2.38
Building Coiitntion Worker Trips

.

.. 0.65 0.36 7.69 0.00 0.11
Architetnl Coatings Off-Gas

,. 110.52 - - -- -
.

Architetul Cotings Worker Trips .'.. . 0..59 .0.28 7.26 0.00 0.11

Asphalt Off-Gas.. O.U' - - - -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel 3.44' ., 2i.6l~..' 29.24 - 0.91
ASphalt On-Road 1?iesel

", . ., ..,
0.46 0.11 0.01 0.010.03: . .. -,'

Asphalt Worker Trips 0.02 0.01 0.30 0.00 0.00
Tota Emissions .. . . 118.41, 74.79 85.66 0.01 3.52.. , .

". ~ , : ,. ,

SCAQMD~ Thresholds 75.00 : . ..... 100.00.. .550J)O l50J)O. .' .150.00

Signifcant Impat? Yes;, No'.' No No No
Note: Subtota1sma no appear to ad correctly du to rounng in i/re UREMS 2fX TTl.

Source: Chstopher A. Joseph & Associaes, Novembr Z0(.
((çuJon sheets. are provide in Appendix A.

Implernentation of the following. mitigaiionmcis..ures would 
reduce the magnitude of this imact.-. - --

to a less than significant leveL.

Mitigation Measures

3-1. The project developer shall be'required to use architecral coating products (paints)
that have a VOC rating off 125 gram per liter or less.

3-2. The project developer shall fuel their off-road diesel equipment with 10w-NOx diesel
fueL.

(ii) Opèrational Impact~'('; ....
,,'

Les Than Siimficat Imooct. ()erational emisions generate by both stationary and mobile
sources would result from .iiorml day-to-day activities on the project site after occupation.
Stationary area source emisions would be generated by the consumption of natural gas for
space and'. water heating devices, and the operation of landscape maintenance equipment.

Mobile emissions would begenerated by the motor vehicles traveling to and from the project

site.

The analysis of daily operational emissions has been prepared utilzing the URBEMIS 202
computer model recommended by the SCAQMD. The results of these calculations are
presented in Table iv - 3 below. As shown, the proposed project would generate a net increase
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in daily emisions that do not'excethe thesholds .of significance -recommended by the

SCAQMD. Therefore, .Iess-thn-signficant impact. would ocur.

, ,
". Table IV-3

Estited-Daiy Operational Emisions

,
1
1

Propo Land Use

Area Sources 0.36 1.58 2.38 0.00 0.01

Mobile (Vehicle) Sources 40.71 30.40 412.42 0.20 32.75

Subtota 41.07 31.98 414.80 0.21 32.76
. '
, Exing Lad Use

Area Sources 1':2'1. 0.25 1.27 0.00 0.00

Mobile (Vehicle) Sources 5.35 4.33 59.47 0.03 3.91

Subtota 6.56 4.58 60.74 0.03 3.91

Tota Net Increase (Proposed - Exisung). 34.51 27.40 354.06 0.18 28.85

SCAQMD Thresholds 55 ;(X) 55.00 550.00 150.00 150.00

SigDitcant'Impact? . No No No No No

Note: Subtotals ma rrt appear to ad ámectly du to rouning in the URBEMIS 2() moL.

Source: endix A,

Option B

,Potentially Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. Compared to the proposed project,

Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed structures within the project site.
The dimensioÌ1, gross/net building square floor area, ànd land uses under Option B would be-.. . .
the same as those öf the pr6posèè project." Therefore, the duration and stages of construction

and types and amount of construction equipment used would remain unchanged under Option B.

As such, according to Tatie IV':2, the VOC generated during the building construction phase of

Option B would exceed the recmmended thesholds. Therefore, Option B would experience a
potentially significant construction-related impact and would be required to implement

Mitigation Measures 3-1 and 3-2. In addition, since the land uses under Option B do not differ
from the proposed project, the operational.,related air quality impacts would be the same under

Option B as the proposed project. As such, according to Table IV-3, no daily emissions would

surpass the recommended thesholds under Option B. Therefore, mitigation measures as are
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required. Consequently, with implementation;of Mitigation Measures 3-1 and 
3-2, both the

proposed project and Option B would result in less-th-significantiiacts.

c) Would the project result in a .,cuulatively considerable net incree of any criteria
pollutat for which¡;the,projectregOliisnói'-attaent under an applicable federal or

stateaabient air;qÜaaitystadard (mcludig releain emisions, which exceed quantitative

theshóia for 
()zollépree11P;órs)?

"

A significant impact may OCCur if a;p¡'ojec wo1.d âdd a considerable cumulative contribution to

federal or state non-attinent polluta.

Proposed Project

Potentialy SignficatUnless Mitigation 
Iiicorprated. Becuse the Basin is cllrrently, in.

nonattinmnt fOTozone, CÔ,andPMioi related projec could exce an air 

quality stndard
ar contribute töanexistingoLprojected air quality exceance. The, SCAQMD, does not;

howëver, recIIeíid tht tte total constrction-related and operational emissions associated

with cumulative 'development projec~ ;.be quantified aiidcompared to a threshold of
significance. ~tead, the:SCAQMD ~recmrends tht a project's potential contribution to
cumulaÜve impacts should.. b.e assessed ,lltilizmg the same s~gnificance criteria as those for
project speific impacts. Therefore" ths analysis assme tht individualdevelopmentprojects
tht generate constrction or operationa emisions tht exce the SCAQMD recommended
daily thesholds for project-speifc Inpacts would also cause a cumulatively considerable

increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattinment.

As discussed in Section 3(b) above, constrction-related daily emissions associated with project

development would excee SC~QMD significance theshölds for VOC during the peak
coi1ti-ction phase and the averag~daily~missions of NOx durig thp_ would corn close to
eXCée(Üng tte recmmnded I:eshòld. Therefore, the cpnstrction emissions gtnerated during

projec ..~nSttction;wo~ldr',~ cUmuIativelyco~iderabíe~".. Howev~r, . .. implementation of
.-.,-; . -'~.':~-" _.....~ _._----_:_~...j-,..." ..r~~;;,,:: '" ,'.. ,,:~-: ".,.', "
' Mitigation' Measùres 3~i- and.3~2",ould redu~ tte magnitude of this impact to a less-than-

significant leveL. Operation of the proposed. project would, however, generate operational

emissions. that do not exceed the :SÇAQMD's recmmended thresholds and would not be
cumulativelyconsiderable.

Option B

Potentialy Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. Compared to the proposed project,

Option B would oriy differ in the orientation of the proposed structures within the project site.
The dimensions, gross/net building square floor area, and land uses under Option B would be
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the'same as those of the proposed project. .Therefore, the duration and stages of construction

and types and.;uuntofconstrction equipment used would remain unchanged under Option B.

As such, the constrcgonand oper;;tional, emissions generated under Option B would be the

same as the proposed project. Therefore, the constrction emissions produced by Option B

would be cumulatively considerable, .while the operational emissions would not. ' However,

simiar to the proposed project, Option B would be required to implement Mitigation Measures
3-1 and 3-2, reducing the constrction cumulative impact to a less-than-significant leveL.
Consequently, the same imact would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.

d) Would the project expoe senstive receptors to substatial pollutat concentrations?

A significant impact may occur ",here. a., project would generate pollutant concentrations to a, '
degree that would significantly affect sensitive receptors. SCAQMD protocol utilze localized
CO concentrations to determne pollutant concentration potentiaL.

Proposed Project

Les Tha Signficat Impact. SenSitive recptors are populations that are more susceptible to
the effects of air pollution thn are the population at large. The SCAQMD identifies the
following as sensitive receptors: long.,term health care facilties, rehabiltation centers,
convalescent centers, retirement homes, . residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers,

and athletic facilties.s As previously indicated, the project area is fairly urbanize with several
uses, including residential, commercial/retail, offces and other uses along the local roadways
within the immediate area. The nearest and most notable sensitive receptors to the project site
are the single famiy residences located to the immediate east of the project site. Other

sensitive receptors in the immediate area include residences to the norteast along 83rd Street

and southeast of the project site along 84dd Street. In addition, Manchester Avenue Elementary

school is. located within one mile.;of the project site.

Traffc congested roadways and. intersections have the potential to generate localized high levels
of carbon. monoxide (CO). The SCAQMD recommnds the use of CALINE4, a dispersion
model for predicting CO concentrations, as the preferred method of estimating pollutant
concentrations at sensitive receptors near congested roadways and intersections. For each
intersection analyzed, CALINE4 adds roadway-specific CO emissions calculated from peak-
hour turning volumes to ambient CO air concentrations. For this analysis, localized CO

concentrations were calculated based on a simplified CALINE4 screening procedure developed

by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, which has been accepted by the SCAQMD.

5 SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993, page 5-1.
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, The siillffed:proceureis intended 
as a screening analysis, which identifies a potential CO

'hotspQt~ ,_,This .methodologYiassumes worsN:ase : 
conditions and provides.'ê 'screening of

maximum, worst~se CO concentrations. However, the emission factors used in the analysis
'have beelÍupdate to EMF AC2002by 'the InitiarStUdy eonsultant.6

The simplified CALINE4 screening 
procedure was use to predict future CO concentrations at

the study-area intersections in the vicinity of the project site in the year 2006. with cumulative
development projects. The results ,of these' calculationsaie provided in Table IV -4. The
national-one-hour,ambient airquality,standard is 35.0 ppmand.the State one'-hourambient air

quality standard is 20.0 ppm. The eight-hour national and stte ambient air quality standard is

9.0ppIl: "',. . . '
Table IV-4

.PredctediFttire, 20( .WithProject CaboriMonoxìdeConcenttatioll

81 sl Street & Vermont Avenue
83rd'Stiëet & VèrmontA\i-eiiue'

: 83rdStreet& H:ooverStrëet

MMnchesrrr.Avenue &. Vermont Avenue
Manchester A venue & Hoover Street

Nationa I-hour standrd is 35.0 ppm
: State I-hour stanrd is 20.0 pjJm
National an stae standrd is 9/1 ppm

Source: OOristopher A Joseph & Asociates, Novembr 200. Calculion sheets are provided in Append A. &sed 0
ear 200 emission factors.

As shown, future CO concentrations fl.. ear the.. se intersections would not exceed the national and¡ . ': - .'; :' f -' ; :. ... ~; '" . , ,. .. .
State ambient air quality standards for CO. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project
and, çumulative . development 

would not expose any-sensitive. receptors located . in close
proximity to ,these intersections to substantial pollutant concentrations. As such, a less-than-
signifiçaiit imact would occur.

. I

..:

6 The emission factors used in theB~QMD's localized CO screening procedure are baed on EMFAC7G,

which is out of date by several years and ha been superceded by newer emission factor models, the current
version of which is EMFAC 200.
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Option B

Les Than Signficat Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ
. in the.orientation of the proposed strctures with the project site. The land uses, number of
employees to be relocated to the project site and, therefore, the number of vehicle trips to the
projeCt site under. Option B would be the same as those of the proposed project. As such, the
CO concentrations generated by the proposed project would also be produced under Option B.
Since the CO concentrations at the five study intersections in Table iv -4 would not exceed the
national and State ambient air quality stndards for CO, Option B would also not exceed these
standards. Thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur. Consequently, the same impact

would occur under Option B as under the proposed project.

e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substatial number of peple?

A project-related significant adverse effect could occur if construction or opeÚltion of the
project would result in genèration of odors tht would be perceptible in adjacent sensitive areas.

Proposed Project

Les Tha Signficat Impact. Odors are tyically associated with industrial projects
involving the use of chemicals, solvents, petroleum products, and other stong-smellng
elements used in manufacturing processes, as well as sewage treatment facilties and landfills.
As the proposed project involves no elements related tb these types of activities, no odors are
anticipate.

During the constrction phase, paving of the project site would entail the application of asphalt
that would produce discernible odors tyical of most construction sites. Such odors would be a
temporary source öf nuisance to residents located adjacent to the project sites, but because they

are temporary and intermittent in nature, impacts associated with objectionable odors would be

less thn significant.

Option B

Les Than Signficat Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ
in the orientation of the proposed strctures. within the project site. As such, the dimensions,
gross/net building square floor area, and exterior building materials under Option B would be
the same as those of the proposed project. Therefore, the duration and stages of the
construction period and types and amount of construction equipment used would remain

unchanged under Option B. As a result, similar to the project, paving of the project site under
Option B would entail the application of asphalt that would produce discernible odors typical of

most construction sites. Such odors would be a temporary source of nuisance to residents
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located adjacent to the project sites, but becuse they are temporary and intermittent in natue,
impacts would be less than signficant.

..Furtermore, ."the same land. uses '.would occur. under . 
Option B as . the proposed project.

.Therefore, under'OptionB,no ,activities would take place onsite which would produce odors.
.. Consequently, neither ;the proposed project nor OptionB would have a subStntial adverse

'(" effect on odor generation.

Cumulati ve Impacts

Refer to Sectio~ 3(c) for a dîsc~sion of 
cumulative air quality impacts.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
,. c.

a) Would the project have a substatial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
. " \". ." .' -'.' . .::.: :.: .: '. .

modifiCations, on any spees identified as a cadidate,- seiiitive,or speal status species in

loc or rego~al piar, .Polici~, ~r regation; orby tllèCalforna Depa~ent of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fih and Wildlfe Servce?

A significant impact would occur if a p,roject would remove or, modifyhabjtat for any species
identified or designted as a cadiccte, sensitive, or speciaL statu species 

in local or regional

plans, policies, or re~atio~ or by the State or ftxeral regulatory agencies cited.

Proposed Project

No Impact. Three vacant lots occuP,y the project site, consisting of two lots improved with a
surface parking but no longer in use and one undeveloped Ipt, which is covered in wteds. The
remai~ing portions! of the project site are completely developed with eiiler commrcial uses or

multi-family residéntial. buildings. In addition, the project site js surrounded. by urban

development. Approx~teìy s~ven non-¿~tive 'palm trees'are l~cattd onsite and the parcel of-.- .
vacant land is covered with wees. There are no natural opeii spaces or are~s of significant

biological resource value on the projec site or in the vicinity. No candidate, sensitive, or

special statu species identified in local plans, policies, or regulations, -or by the California

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) or the U.S. Fishpand Wildlife Service (USFWS) are

expected to occur on the project site, as the site contains no habitat for such species. There are
no oak tree on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project .would not have an impact on

any sensitive species or habitat.
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Option B

No Impact. The project .site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
Currently, the project site is develope, with the exception of thee vacant lots. In addition, the
project site is located in an urban area. As such, no candidate, sensitive, or special status
species or habitat to, accommodate such speies occur on the project site and no impact would
occur. Consequently, the same imact would occur under Option B as for the proposed

project.

b) Would the project have a substatial adverse effect on any ripaan habitat or other
sensitive natura communty identifed in loc or reonal plan, policies, reglations or by
the Caforna Depament of Fih and Game or U.S. Fih and Wildlfe Servce?

A,significant.impact would occur if a projec would cause riparian habitat or any other sensitive
natural community identified locly, regionally, or by the State and federal regulatory agencies
cite, to be adversely moified without adequate mitigation.

Proposed Project

No Impact. The project site is located inaheavily urbanized area of the City of Los Angeles.
No riparian or other sensitive habitat areas are located on or adjacent to the project site. 

7

Therefore, implementation ofthe proposed project would not result in any adverse impacts to
riparian habitat or other sensitive natual communities.

Option B

No Impact. The.project site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
As such, no riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community exists on the project site and
no impact would occur . Consequently, the same impact would occur under Option B as for the
proPQsedproject.

c) Would the project have a substatial adverse effect on federaly protected wetlands as
defined by Setion 404 of the Clea Water Act (includig, but not lited to, marsh, vernal

pool, coasta, etc.) through direct removal, ffOOg, hydrologica interruption, or other
mea?

A significant impact may occur if a project disturbs federally protected wetland areas.

7 Los Angele.s City Planning Depal1ment, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps: Significant Ecological
Areas, September 1, 1996.
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Proposed Project

No Impact. The project site has. been previously 
disturbed through development of commercial

, uses,. surface parking and ,multi-family residential ,buildings. .Furthermre, the project site is
located in and surrounded by areas of dense urbanition and, as such, . no watercourses or other
wetland areas (including seasonal wetlands) occur within 'the project' site. Therefore, the
project site does not, support any nparian. or wetland habitat,. as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (see Section 4(b), above) and no impact to riparian or wetland habitats would

occur.
"

Option B

q, :".

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
. No watercourses or wetland areas ..occur,oa.theprojecsite. Thus, no 'impact would occur
under Option B. Consequently, the same 'imact 

would ocur under 
OptionB as for theproposed project. , "

, I

d) Would the project interfere substatialy with the movement of any native resident or
migrtory fish or widlfe speies or with establihed native resident or migratory widlfe

corrdors, or impee the use of native widlfe nörscrýsites? ,. , ' ; .

A significant impact may occur ifthe~p¡:oposed, project interferes withrttive species or
interferes with the movement of migratory 'species.

Proposed Project

No Im.pact. The project site is- completely developed. Furthermre, the project site is
surrounded by areas of dense urbanization.ad, as such, does notcontain..habitat.capable of

supportng sensitive wildlife species. Plant 
and ani life present on and around the project

site consist of generalist and non-native species, respectively, tht have .adapted. to 
an urban

environment. In addition, no wildlife corridors are locted on-site or in the project area due to
the existing urban development. 'Therefore, the'propdsed project would not interfere with a
wildlife coITidor or wildlife nursery site and no impact would occur.

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
The project site is located in a highly urban area and, therefore, contains no wildlife corridors

that would be affected with the construction of Option B. Consequently, the same impact
would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.
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e) Would the project confct with any loc policies or ordinances protecting biologica
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordiance?

A projechrelate signficat adverse effect could occur if a project would conflct with local
regulations pertining to biological resources.

Proposed Project

No Impact. The project site has been previously disturbed through development of residential
and commercial uses and is surrounded by dense urbanization. As such, no sensitive, candidate

or special status species nor supportng habitat for such species are presently located on the
project site or in the surrounding locale. Local ordinnces protecting biological resources are
limited to the City of Los Angeles Oak.Tree Preservation Ordinance. Although the. project site
contains approxitely seven non-native palm tree and wees, it does n.ot contain any oak
trees or other locally proteced trees. Thus, the project site would not affect any local polices

or ordinances protecting or preserving biological resources. No project impacts to locally
protected biological resources would, occur.

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
No biological resources occur onsite which nee the protection of a policy or ordinance.
Therefore, the construction of Option B would not conflct with any ordinances or policies
protecting or preserving biological resource and no impact would occur. Consequently, the
same imact would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.

l) Would the project confct with the provisions of an adopted Habitat. Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved loc, regonal, or state habitat
conservation plan?

A significant impact would occur if a project would be inconsistent with mapping or policies in

any conservation plans of the tyes cited.

Proposed Project

No Impact. No Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plans are applicable to the project site
and vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project site would not conflct with any conservation
plans. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
There are no Habitat Conservation ,Plan,NatuaICommunity Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plans that are 

applicable to the project site
and project vicinity. As such, the development of Option B would not confict with any
conservation plan and no impact would occur. Consequently, the same impact would occur
under Option B as under the proposed project.

;1,.' ." --

.'.!"

, Cumulative Impacts

No ,Impact. There are, 21:f:felated,projec,in the; project vicinnty. (see Table IV-21).
Developnnent ofthe.propgsed;projec in,conniìtionwitltthe relatedprojects would not impact

,. wildlife corridors or halJitat for any,caiididate,sensitive,.orspecial status species 

identified in
local plans, policies, or reguhitions"or by: the California Departent of Fish and Game
(CDFG) or the U.S., Fish an.dWiJdlifeS.erv,¡ce (USFWS). No 

such habitat is expected'to occur
in th area of the City of Los Angeles due; ;to,the high levelofexissing urban development.

The project site is complet develope and is surrounded by dense urbanization and, as such,
no watercourses or other wetland areas (including seaonal wetlands) occur on the project site.
Therefore, the project site. doe~, not support any riparian or wetland habitat, as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Àct: .

.'
¡

:

-.

Local ordinance ;protecing 'biological. resources are ..limited to the City' of Los Angeles Oak
Tree Preservation OrdinanCe." Altholiglf; the 'project site does not contain any oak trees, there is
a possibility that some of the related projec . sites' could contain oak trees. Any removal of oak
tree would be in compliance with the City of Los AAgeles Oak Tree Preservation Ordinnce.

'therefore, thè' cOiith~tion of the ptop~sci proje~r and related projects would p.ot résult in th~
loss ofimy signficant biological resOurce and no cumulative impact would occur.

In addition, Op~on ß. would only differ ~ the ~rientation of the proposed strctures within the
. project site.' AS 110 êiimula~iveiInåc(óíí biological reSourcewas identified under tlie. proposed

project, no cumulative biological impact under Option B is expected.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES

a) Would the project cause a subStantiåJ ådverse change in the signficace of a historica
resource asderuied in §1506.5?

The following analysis is based upon the Historic Resource Technical Report for CEQA
Review, prepared by Teresa Grimes Historic Preservation, November 16, 2004. A copy of this
letter can be found as Appendix B to this Initial Study.
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.1

Section 1506.5 of the StateCEQA Guidelines defines a historical resource as: (1) a resource
listed in or determned to be,eligible by the State Hisorical Resource Commsion, for listing
in the California RegiStr of Historical Resources; (2) a resource listed in a local register of
historical. resource. or identified as . significant. in an historical resource survey meeting certin

state guidelines; or (3) an object, building, strcture, site, area, place~ recrd or manuscript

which a lead agency determnes to be significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military or cultura annls of California,
provided tht the lead agency's determnation is supported by substntial evidence in light of the
whole record. A significant imact may occur if a project would adversely affect an historical
resource meeting one of these definitions.

Proposed Project '.,

No Impact. Development of, the project, would involve the demolition of the existing
commercial uses and two residential buildings, as well as site preparation on the parcel of
vacant land and surface pärking. lot. The two residential buildings are located at 933 and 939
West 8411 Street. The one-story residential building located at 933 West 8411 Street was

constrcted in 1938 and is a late example of the Spanish Colonial Revival style. This style is

tyical of countless buildings in Los Angeles, and therefore is not architecturally significant.
The building is generally rectangular' in shape, sheathed in stucco with plain side and rear

elevations. Five dwellng units are currently present in the building. The residential building
located at 939 West 8411 Street was constrcted in 1927 and has little architetural distinction
and, therefore, cannot be described as any particular style. There are 16 dwellng units in this
9,272 square foot rectangular building, with a stcco finish covered by a flat roof with a low

parapet.

The commercial buildings located withn the project site were built in the 1930s, 40s and 50s
and are compsed either of reinforce concrete or brick. In general, all the commercial

buildings are plain in design, finished with stucc and a flat roof. None of the ,buildings on the

project site haveben designated as historic resources at the federal, state, or local leveL. None

of the buildings are eligible for listing in the California Register or appear to be part of a

potential historic district. In addition, it is unlikely that the architects or original owners of the
residential and/or commercial buildings (who are unkown) are of historical significance.

Accrding to the South Central Coastal Information Center, no properties listed on the National

Register, California Historical landmarks or California Points of Historic Interest lists are
located on or adjacent to the project site.s There are three properties located withn a 1h mile

8 Written correspondence with Thma Shackford, Staff Researcher, South Coast Central Coastal Infonnion
Center, October 5, 200 (see Appendix H).
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radius of the project Bite, -which are J ised ,under the California Register of Historic Places. One
propert is located at 803B -So .VeI1nt, while the remaining twøproperties are located at 1065

W. 8200 Street. However~asnone of the 
buildings locted on the project site meet the criteria

as established under Secion 15064.5 of the;StateCEQAGuidelines,' no impact to historic
. resources would occur.

Option B

No Impact. Sinilar to ~he .propoed projeCt, Option B would 

demolish all. existig onsite
structures. In addition, the project site boundaries for Option B and the p~oposed project are
the same. There are no existing strctures which. can de defined as a historical resource per
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines locted on the project site. Th~refore. the
construction of Option B would not imact any historic resource. Consequently, the same
impact would; occur under 

OptioI1 B as under the proposed 'project.
.'.

b) Would , theprojectca~e 'ff. s1;.btatial . adverreclge ,in the signfi~ce of an
archaeologiaa resource P1Juaptt~§150(.5?. , '.
Section 15064.5 of the StåteCEQA G--id1tin~ der~s, st.~ficaiitárchaeologicaI resources as
resources which meet the criterrn for histtrical resour~s, ~s discussed above, or resources
which constitute unique archaeological resources. A significimtimpact may occur if a project. '". .. , . -,"
were to affect archaeological resurce which faIl under either 

of these categories.. ..' -" '.. " . - . .
Proposed Project

Potentially Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is located in an
urbaniz area and has been previously developed. According to the South Central Coastal

Informtion Center, no archeological' sites have. been identified olIt:1e project site or within V2

mile of the Projeêtsite.9',II addlton~.as'detetined"bythe, City 

Of Los Angeles, no
archaeological sit&' or: 'survey 'areåsiive.been identified ;onthèproject site.!O :The closest

survey área is along 'V eriñoiit-Aventlenom V èrrôii Avenuero Éxposîtióll Boulevard, tnore than
one mile nom the project sitè. "However, this does not preclude the potentiaÎ for archeological

sites to be identified during project conStction.

9 Ibid.

10 Los Angel¿s City Planning Depal1ment, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps: Prehistoric & Historic

Archaeological Sites & Survey Areas and Vertebrate Paleontological Resources, 

September 1, 1996.
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The project site has been subject to disturbance from the constrction of the existing residential
and commrcial land uses. However, the project site has only been developed on the ground

surface, making it diffcult to know what may lie beneath. In the unlikely event that
archeological '.resourcesare encountered duling constrction activities (e.g., demolition,

. excavation, etc.), mitigation measures have been provided to reduce potential impacts.

Mitigation Measure

5-1.

¡

I
¡

j

Option B

A qualified archaeologist shall be retained to monitor the rough grading of the site,
once all demolition has. been completed. In the event that subsurface archaeological
resources/human remain are encouIitered during the course of grading and/or

excavation, aU development must temprarily . cese in these areas until the

archaeological resources are properly assessed and subsequent recOmiendations are
determined by a qualified archaeologist. In the event that human remains are
.discovered, ~there . shall be nò disposition of such human remains, other thn in
accordance with the proceures. and requirements set forth in Càlifornia Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. These code

provisions require notification of the County Coroner and the Native American
Heritage Commsion, who in turn must notify those persons believed to be most likely
descended from the decased. Native American for appropriate disposition of the
remains. Excavation or disturbance may continue in other areas of the project site that
are not reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains or archaeological resources.

Should archaeological or human remains be discovered, the disposition of those
remains shall be documented in an archeological survey, study, or report to be
submitted to the South Central Coastal Information Center at California State
University,. Fullerton.

Potentialy Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. Simiar to the proposed project,

Option B would demolish all existing structures within the project site. In addition, the project
site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same. No archeological sites

have been identified on the project site or within V2 mile of the project site. In addition, the

project site has been subject to disturbance from the commercial and residential .land uses,
decreasing the likelihood that archeological resources would be found onsite. However, as the

project site has only been developed on the ground surface, it is diffcult to determine what may
lie beneath. Therefore, simlar to the proposed project, Option B would be required to

implement Mitigation Measure 5-1, reducing this impact to a less-than-significant leveL.

Consèquently, the same impact would occur under Option B as under the proposed project.
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c) Wol.dth~ project ,directly oT'ndirectly destroy 
a unique paeontologica resource or site or

unque geologic feature? ,,',

" A ,signficant imact may, 
()ccur if grading or ,excavation ,activities associated with a project

would distur~ paleontological resources or geologic feetures whiCh presently 

exist withn the
project site.

Proposed Project

Potentialy Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. No such, res(;mrces have previously
been içlentified within the project site. The proposed ,projt;t ,does ,aotinvolve any deep
~xcavations, fikig it unlikely tht fossils wout~ "be, 

encountered. However, the project site
llsnot been previously excavated, making it diffcultto detennnewpeth~raaY paleontological
resources exis~underground. In the unlikely event ,tht ,paleontological resources are
encountered during consruction acrivities (e~g., demolition" ;excavation"etc.), mitigation
measures hav~ been provided tn reduc:pQtentialimacts.,¡¡

Miti~ation Measure

5-2. A qualified paleontologist shalIbe retained to mö¡iiioftÏe rOQghgrading of the site,

once all demolition has been completed. If any paleoritoIogiCäl'rerIins are uncovered
during excavation or constrction, work in' the affected area will be suspended and a. ", . i,.
qualified paleontologist shall be retained to conduct a 

survey of the affected area. A
preliminary determnation wil then be made astotfe,,~ignificanCe of the survey
findings. The services of a paleontoÏogist shallbe secured 'by contacting the Center for
Public Paleontology, which can be found at the~ollö~~ng un:i~~r~ities: USC, UCLA,

Californa State University at Los Angeles, and Ca:Iifôrià state University at Long
Beach, or at the County Museum. Copies of any paleontological surye)'? study, or

repon shall be submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum~

Option B
~ L ~::: : ~ ~ä\-;':' " õ'ii:,'

,,' I' ';(y'

Potentialy Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. the projéct sitebouiidaries for
Option B and the proposed project are the same. No paleontological resources have previously

been identified within the project site and Option B does not . involve àÍÍy deep excavations,
making it unlikely that fossils would be encountered. Hówever;the projec site 

has not been
previously excavated, making it diffcult to know whether' åny pàleohtOlögical resources exist
underground. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, Option ~ wotild' be required to
implement Mitigation Measure 5-2, reducing this impact to à'less-than-significant leveL.
Consequently, the same impact would occur under Option B as under the proposed project.
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d) Would the project diturb any hum rema, including those interred outside of fonnal
cemeteries?

,,' A significant impact may occur if grading , pr ,excavation activities, associated with a project
would disturb previously interred humn remains.

Proposed Project

Potentialy Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorporated. The project site has been subject to
disturbance from the residential and commercial land uses. Therefore, no human remains are

expected to exist on the project site or in the vicinity of the project site. However, in the event
tht hUlrum remains are encountred duug constrccion activities (e.g., demolition, excavation,
etc.), iÍnlementation of the mitigation measures recmmnded in Section 5(b), would reduce
impacts to a less-thn-signficant leveL.

Option B

Potentially SignflcatUnless Mit~gation'Incorprated. The project site boundaries for
Option B and the proposed project are the same. As 

the project site has experienced

considerable distrbance, no human remains are expected to exist on or underneath the project
site. However, the project site has not been previously ex~avated, making it diffcult to know
whether hUman remains exist underground. Therefore, simiar to the proposed project, Option
B would be required to implement Mitigation Measures 5- 1 and 5-2, reducing this impact to a
less-than-signficant leveL. Consequently, the same impact would occur under Option B as
under the proposed project.

Cumulative Impact

Les Th Signficat Impact. There are ,27 related projects in the project vicinity (see Table
IV-21). Construction of the proposed project in conjunction with the related projects would
result in furter development of commercial/offce land uses in the South Central Los Angeles
area. Similar to the project site, all of the related projects are located in an urbanized area.
Therefore, it is higWy unlikely that archaeological resources exist on the surface of the related
project sites. Nevertheless, there remains the remote possibility tht unkown subsurface
archaeological remains could be encountered during related project development. While it
cannot be determined at this time whether such unsuspected remains might be adversely

affected by the related projects, implementation of mitigation measures comparable to those
recommended for the proposed project should be suffcient to reduce potential cumulative

impacts to less-than-significant levels.
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With respect to-historic resources, no signficant historic resources are known to occur on aÌlY
of the relate project sites. Therefore, cumulative imacts to historic resourcès are anticipated
to be less than signficant. With respect to paleontological remains, there are no known

venebråte siteswiththe projectvieinitylll.. Neverteless, there is a" remote possibility tht
unsuspected paleontological resources exist below the ground surtace in other surrounding areas
and could be encountered during construction. Therefore, implementation of mitigation
measures comparable to those recommended for the proposed project should be suffcient to
reduc,", potential cumulative paleoatological imactst( L.,ess than significant Jevels. ,Therefore,-. , - .' '.
cumulative impacts to cultural resources would be less than signficant.

¡ . , - .: ,'. : - . . -' , . ). - .:. . . ,~, - . - , : . ." .
In addition, as Option ~would only dìrrer fii.tle, orien~tiön of ,the pr?~osed ~trctues within

the project site, no' cumulative cultural resource imact between the develop~ent 'of Option B
ánd the related projects is eXpeèted.

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

a) Would the project expOse peple or structures to po~ential supstatial adverse effects,
: ; :.. .' . . 1-' ~ ; ,~. , _ '. __ _: .

iicludig the nsk of loss, inury, or death involvig:

ThéföllowIng analysis is based upon the 
Nahhral Hazards Disclosure RepOrt for Los An~eles

County, prepared by LGS Report, Inc., Ap'ril 5, 200 and'the'Prelirary Geotechnical

Investigation for the Proposed Vennont-ManchesterCommereialDevelopment; prepared by

Lawson & Associates on September 21, 2004. 'A copy of these repört can be found in

Appendix Cand'D.

(i) Rupture of a lmown earthquake fault, as delieated on the most recent Alquist-

Prolo Earquake Fault Zonig Map issued by the State Geólogit for the area or
based on other substatial evidence of a lmown fault? Refer to Diviion of Mies, ,
and Gelogy Speal Publication 42." . t;' '..
A significantimpáct may occur ifaprojêct site is h)cated'wiihfu a state:.esignted
Alquist-Priolo Zone or other designted fault zone, and approprîate building practices
are not employed.

Proposed Project

Les Than Signficat Impact. Non(( of the City:.esignated Fault Rupture Study

11 Environmental and Pulic Fadlities Maps: Prehistoric & Historic Archeological Sites & SurVey Area and
Vertebrate Paleontological Resources, Los Angeles City Plaing Department, Septembr 1, 1996.
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Zones or State-designted Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones cross the project
site.12 The closest Alquist~Priolo.;Special Study Zone or Fault Rupture Study Area to
the Project Site~accrding to City mapping, is located approximately 0.5 miles west of
the project site. As the projec site is not located within a designated fault zone, no
ground rupture would be expecte to occur.

Option B

Les Tll Signficat Impact. The project boundaries for Option B and the proposed

project are the same. As the project site is not locted in a City-designated Fault

Rupture Study Zone or State-designted Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, no,

ground ,rupture would be expeced to occur under Option B. Consequently, the same

imact would occur -under OptionB as under. the proposed project.

(ii) Strong seismic ground shakg? '

A significant imact may occur if a projec represents an increased risk to public safety
or destrction of propert by exposing people" propert or infrastructure to seismically
induced ground shaking hazards tht are greater than the average risk associated with

locations in the southern Californa region.

Proposed Project

Potentialy. Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. As with all,propenies in the
seismically active Southern California region, the project site is susceptible to ground
shaking during seismic events produced by local faults. While it is likely that the
project site wil be shaken by future earthquakes produce in southern California,
modem, well-constrcted buildings are designed to resist ground shaking though the
use of shear; panels and reinforcement.

While'the understriding of seismic activity grows over time, and additional faults are
discovered, the project site currently is not included in a City-designated Fault Rupture

Study Zones or State-designated Alquist-Priolo Eartquake Fault Zones (see Section
VI.a (i), above). The closest active fault is the Newport-Inglewood Fault, which is

located approximtely 1.1 miles east of the projec site. As such, potential impacts
from strong seismic ground shaking, which could cause damage to structures or injury,

are possible at the project site. However, the proposed project would be required to

12 Lawson &' Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation for the Proposed Vermnt-Manchester
Commrcial Development, September 21, 200.
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comply with,the stictest standards outlined in the latest edition of the Uniform Building
Code(UBC).,:Revised aftr the 1994,Northridge Earthquake, the City of Los Angeles

UBC ;contains !construction requirements to assure habitable strctures are built to a
level ,of ,accptable seismic risk. ComplianCe withtheUBC'fequirements and
recmmendations in the Prelimnary Getechnical Investi~ation would decrease the
potential riks from seismic ground shaking to a less-than-significant leveL. Although
impacts would be less thn significant, the' following mitigation measures are included

to highlight the projec requirements that allow for this conclusion.

Miti~ation Measures

,', 6- 1. ,The project shall be desigged in accrdance .with, the stricteSt requirements of
the latest(l9~7) edition ofthe Uniform Building Code.

6-2. The project shall comply with the recn'endations, listed on pages 10 though
19, in the Prelimiry Getechnical Investi~ation for the Proposed Vermønt-

"Manèhesrer Commercial Development, prepared byl~wson & As~ociates on
Septèmber 21~20Ö (see Technical Appendix D).

Option B

Potentialy Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. The projéct site ~oundaries

for Option B arid the proposed project are the same. Therefore, as the project site is

located in the seisn'c active region of Southern Califomîå, 'Ít' is expected tht the
project site would experience seismic ground shakig. In addition, the active Newpn-
Inglewood Fault is located approximtely i. i miles east of the project site, furter
increaing thê 'likelihod tht the project site' would experience seismic ground shaking.

Therefore,similàr to the proposed project, ,Option B would be required to implement

Mitigation Measures 6-1 and 6-2. Consequently,witt 'imiementation of these

, miti~ation, ~easures, the seismic ground shaking impact under Option B and the
proposed.project would be reduce to a less-than-significant level.

(il) Seismic-related ground faiure; includig liquefaction?

A significant impact may occur if a project is located in an area identified as having a
high risk of liquefaction and mitigation measures required within such designated areas

are not incorporated into the project.
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Proposed Project

Les Than Signficat Impact. Liquefaction describes a phenomenon where cyclic

stresses, which are produced by eartquake-induce ground motions, create excess pore
pressures in cohesionless soils. As a result, the soils may acquire a high degree of
mobilty, which can lead to lateral spreading, consolidation and settlement of loose
sediments, ground oscilation, flow failure, loss of bearing strength, ground ffssuring,
and sand boils, and other damaging deformtions. This phenomenon occurs only below
the water table, but after liquefaction has developed, it can propagate upward into
overlying, non-saturated soils as excess pore water escapes. Therefore, liquefaction

wil occur when there is shallow groundwater, low density non-cohesive(granular) soils
and high-intensity ground motion.

The nortern portion of the project site is located in a State of California Seismic

.Hazard Zone for liqu,efaction. Based on geotechnical borings, the soils on the project
site were determned to be primrily stiff to very stiff, ffne-grained clayey and silty
layers and medium dense to dense sandy layers. 

13 The sandy to silty sand layers

encountered may be susceptible to liquefaction, in addition to the silty or clayey layers.
However, measurements of these soils indicate relatively high densities, which would
generally preclude liquefaction and the associated negative effects to strctures.

Therefore, based on the prelimnary ffndings of Lawson & Associates, the potential for
liquefaction to occur is considered to be low. As the potential for liquefaction is low,
the proposed project would not expose people or strctures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving. Furthermore,
with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 6-1 and 6-2 , it would further lessen

the potential for liquefaction on-site. As such, a less-than-significant impact would

occur.

Option B

Les Than Signficat Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B and the
proposed project are the same. As discussed above, the potential for onsite liquefaction

is low, therefore, Option B would not expose people or structures to potential substantial

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving. Thus, a less-than-

significant imact would occur comparable to that for the proposed project.

13 Ibid.
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(iv) Landslides?

A significant imact may occur if a .project is located in.ahilside area with soil
conditions ,tht .would suggest 'high: potential for sliding.

, Proposed Project

No Impact. The project site is not immediately adjacent to any mountains or steep
slopes and' i~'topographi~ally flat. The project site is not located in an area which is

susceptiblè to landslides.14 Therefo¡'~, no impact from seismi~ally induce landslides
would be expected.

Option B

No Impact. The project siteböundàÍ"es for Option B and the proposed project are the

same. Asthe project site is not located within anareasusèeptible to landslides,
constrction of OpIÍonBwould not expose peôple or stctures to the hazards
associated with landslides. Thus, no Iiact would occur and thesame impact would
occur under Option B as under the proposed project.

b) Would the project result in substatial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

A significant impact may occur if a project exposes. large areas of soil to the erosional effects of
wind or water for a long period of time.

Proposed Project

Les Tha Signfiêat Impact. Erosion could occur during project grading; however, the
potential for soil erosion during the operation of the proposed project is relatively low due to
(1) the generally flat topography of the project site and (2) the area would be almost entirely
paved over. All grading activities require grading permits from the Departent of Building and
Safety, .which include requirements and sl:ndards designed to limt potential 

erosion impacts to

acceptable levels. In addition, on-:site grading and site preparation must comply with all
applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code which
addresses grading, excavations, and fills. With Iilementation of the applicable grading and
building permt requirements and the application of Best Management Practices, no significant
impacts would occur related to erosion or loss of topsoiL.

14 Ibid.
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Mitigation Measures

Although no significant soil erosion imacts are anticipated, the following mitigation measures
arerecn:nded to ensure the application of Best Management Practices and compliance with
all code and . ordinance requirements to .miimize potential impacts associated with short-term
construction-related grading impacts:

6-3. Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods as

feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1),

diversion dikes shall be constrcte to channel ruoff around the site. Drainage
channels. shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity.

6-4. Stockpiles of excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting.

Option B

Les Than Signficat Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ
in the orientation of the proposed Strctures within the project site. Therefore, the dimensions,

gross/net building square floor area and constrction footprint under Option B would be the
same. as. those of the. proposed project. As such, simlar construction. techniques used for the

proposed project would also be utilze under Option B. Asa result, Option B would

implement Mitigation Measures 6-3 and 6-. In addition, Option B would comply with the

applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code which
addresses grading, excavations, and fills. Consequently, the same impact would occur under
Option B as under the proposed project.

c) Would the project be locted on a geologic unit or soil that is untable, or that would
beome unstable as a result of the project, and potentialy result in on- or off-site landslide,
lateral spreadig, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

A significant impact may oCcur if a project is built in an unstable area without proper site
preparation or design features to provide adequate foundations for project buildings, thus posing

a hazard to life and propert.

Proposed Project

No Impact. Potential Iiacts with regard to liquefaction and landslide potential are evaluated
in Sections 6(a)(iii) and (iv), above. Construction must comply with the mitigation measures
listed in Section 6(a)(ii), including building foundation requirements appropriate to site
conditions. No impact is anticipated for the proposed project.
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Option B

No Impact. The,project site boundaries for Option Band the proposed project are the same.
Therefore, ,OptionB .wouldnoLbe exposed to landslides or liquefaction (see Sections 6(a)(ii)
andi(iv) above). Similar to the proposed 

projec, OptionB would ùnlement the mitigation
measures listed in Section 6(a)(ii). As a result, Option B would not be susceptible to soil that is
unstable or could become unstable. Thus, no imact would occur and the same impact would

occur under Optioii B as under the proposed pröject.

,d) , Would the project be locted on expaive . soil, as identifed in Table 18-1-B of the

Uniform Buidig Code (1994), creating substatial risks to life or property?

A significant imact may occur if a project is built on': expansive soils without 'proper site
preparation or design features to provide adequate foundations for project buildings, thus posing

a hazard to life and propert.

'. ProposeåProject . .-."

Potentialy Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. As 
discussed in the Preliminary

Getechnicallnvestigation, an expansion potential test fOl'soiLinithe project site determined
that the soil has a low to medium expansion potential. Concerns regarding expansive soils are
typically addressed by the requirements to comply with'the recmmendations set fort in the
Prelimary. Geotechnical Investigation and the requirements established' by the Los Angeles
Depanment of Building ând Safety and UBC(see Mitigation Measures 6-1 and 6-2).
Compliance with these recommendations, and requirements would decrease the potential risks
from expansive soil to a less-than-significant leveL. Although impacts would be less than

significant, the following mitigation measurêis included to highlight the proposed project's
i requirement that allows for this conclusion.

Mitigation Measure
"

6-5. The project shall be designed in accordance with all applicable requirements as outlined
by the Los Angeles Depanment of Building and Safety.

Option B

Potentialy Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorporated. . The project site boundaries for
Option B and the proposed project are the same. Soil on the project site has a low to medium

expansion potentiaL. As a result, Option B would be required to implement Mitigation

Measures 6-1, 6-2 and 6-5, in addition to compliance with the requirements established by the

Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety and UBC. As a result, Option B would reduce
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the impact upon expansive soil to a less-thn-significant leveL. Consequently, the same impact
would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.

e) W ouldthe project have soil incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic ta or

alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not avaiable for the dipoal of

wastewater?

This question would apply to a project only if it were located in an area not served by an
existing sewer system.

Proposed Project

No Impact. The project site is located in a developed area of the City of Los Angeles, which
is served by a wastewater collection, conveyance and treatment system operated by the City of

Los Angeles. No septic tank or Option disposal systms are necessary, nor are they proposed.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option Band the proposed project are the same.
As such, Option B is located with the City of Los Angeles and the wastewater generated at the
project site would be collected, conveyed and treated by the City. No septic tank are

necessary nor are they proposed under Option B, thus no impact would occur. Consequently,
. the same impact would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.

Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. There are 27 related projects II the project vicinnty (see Table IV-21).
Development of the proposed project in conjunction with the related projects would result in
further "infillng" of various land uses in the South Central Los Angeles area. Geotechnical
hazards are area-specific, as well as site-specific and, therefore, there is litte if any cumulative
relationship between development of the proposed project and the related projects.
Furthermore, each, project would be required to comply with the site-specific requirements
based on geotechnical stdies of the site.

As such, constrction of the related projects is not anticipated to combine with the proposed
project to cumulatively expose people or structures to such geologic hazards as liquefaction,
landslides and/or unstable soils, or to increase the potential for soil erosion or the loss of

topsoil. Therefore, no cumulative geological impacts are anticipated from the proposed project
and the related projects.
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In addition, 
Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed stctures withn the

project site. As no cumulative 
imact on geology and soil was identified under the proposed

project, no cumulative geology and soils impact under Option B is expected.
'", .

7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDUS MATERIALS

a) Would the project create a signficat hazd to the public or the environment through the
routine tranport, use, or diposal of hazrdous materials?

A signficant impact may occur if a project involves the use or disposal of hazardous materials
as part of its routine operations and would have the potential to generate toxic or otherwise
hazardous emisions tht could adversely affect sensitive receptors.

. ProposedProjéct

No Impact. Other than typical cleaning solvents used for commercial offc~purposes, no
hazardous materials would be used, transported or disposed of in conjunction with the routine
day-to-day operations of the proposed project. Therefore, no impact would occur;

Option B

No Impact. Compared to the prppose, project, Option B would only differ in the orientation

of the proposed strctures . within the project site. Therefore, the land uses onsite would remain
unchanged. As snch, the daily activities of Option B would not require the use, transport or
disposal of hazardous materials and no Iiact would occur. Consequently, the same imact
would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.

b) . Would the project create signficat had to the public or the environment'though
reaonably foreseeble upset and accident conditions involvig the releaeofhàzdous
material into the,environment?

"
.,0

The foHowin aqalysis is based upon the Phase i Environmental Assessment-Vermont

Manchester Vilag~,. Los Angeles, California prepared by SCS Engineers in August 200 and
the Subsurface Investigation-Vermont Manchester Vilage 8322 through 8334 South 

Vermont 

A venue prepared by SCS Engineers in November 200. Copies of these report can be found

as Appendix E and. F to this Initial Study.

A significant impact may occur if a project utilizes substantial quantities of hazardous materials
as part of its routine operations and could potentially pose a hazard to nearby sensitive receptors

under accident or upset conditions.
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Proposed Project

Storage Tanks

,
;

Potentialy Sigrficat Unless Mitigation Incorporated. Historical information obtained from

Sanborn Fire Insurance 'iips and the City of Los Angeles Building Departent indicate that a
gas station was located on the norteast corner of 84th Street and South Vermont Avenue from

at least 1919 to 1945. Recrds further indicate the presence of several fueling islands,
underground storage tank (USTs), hydraulic hoists, a batter shop and brake shop. The
location of the former service sttion is presently occupied by a paint store, located at 8334

South Vermont. A soil vapor survey and soil samples were taken to evaluate the area of the
former gas stauon. .. The soiL vapor data indicated the presence of fuel-related volatile organic
compounds. (VOCs),. Le.,; toluene,ethylbenzne and xylenes) at very low levels. These

concentrations are not indicative of a significant release and no. further investigation was

recmmended by SCS Engineers. In addition, the soil sample data indicated all metals found in
the soil to be below the allowable RWQCB soil screening guideline levels and below the
Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for industrial uses as established by the United States
Enviroiiental Protection Agency (USEPA) Region IX. As such no furter investigation was
recommended by SCS Engineers.

Due to the time period of the service station's operation and eventual closure, records could not
be pulled to determine whether the related USTs were removed before the construction of the

current building which occupies the project site. During the soil and vapor sample

investigations, samples were taken at a depth up to ten feet and no USTs were encountered.
Therefore, it is highly likely that theUSTs were removed. Nevertheless, if such USTs are
discovered during grading activities, the removal of the USTs would be carried out in
accordance with applicable City and State requirements. The Los Angeles Fire Departent
would be consulted prior to their removal to ensure that nearby sensitive recptors would not be

adversely affected during the removal process. As such, a mitigation measures is
recommended below to reduce the potential imact associated with the accidental release of

hazardous' materials into the environment during the removal of any potential USTs.

Incinerator

Historical information obtained from Sanborn Fire Insurance maps also identify the presence of

an incinerator on the east side of the building located at 8322 through 8332 South Vermont,
from at least 1951 to 1%9. The incinerator appears to be at the northwest porton of a parking
lot that was located on the east side of the building. This incinerator was most likely used to
burn refuse generated in the building, and, therefore, elevated concentrations or heavy metals
may be present in the adjacent soils. Soil samples were taken to evaluate the area of the
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incinerator. With the exception of arsenic, the metals detected in the vicinity of' the former
incinerator are well below background levels andlorwell below the industrial PRGs set by the
USEP A. The arsenic concentrations are within the range for norml background in the project
area, and, therefore, no furter investigations Qf,the project site are recmmended. Assuch, no
potential release of hazardous materials intotbe enviroJ)ent is iikely due to constrction
aCtivities and impacts would be less thII significant., . -
Asbestos and Led-Based Paint

Due to the age of the buildings' contined within the . projec -site, the potential" for lead-based
paintand~asbestos containing materials (ACMs) inceiiingtiles, floor tiles, and in-insulation is
considered,to . be. -high. Therefore; -prior to, the.' demolition' 'of the buildings on the' project site,

surveys for both ACMsand leadbasedpailtshouldbè,-conducte~ ¡:Mitigationmeasures are
recommended ' below to ,reduce the potenti:ll impact associated "with : the acddental release of
hazardous materials into the environment during, the proposed removal of anylead.;based paint
or asbestos:materials. .n ,_
Project jmplementation wil bef(~QUirtt to comply ;~ith ~ÇAQMD rul~ .1403 - Asbestos
Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities. SÇAQMDR¡ull 1403 was adopted in
September 1989 and amended in April 1994. This rule is inteeded to limt asbestos emissions
from demolition or renovation of structureS ,and the associated disturbance of asbestos-

containing waste generated or handled duriIig,theseactivities. The rue requiresSCAQMD to
be 'notified before 'demolition or renovation aotivity'occurs. This notification includes a
description of'strctures and methods utiiz to .determne.the"presence of asbestos or lack

thereof. All asbestos containing material fourld'on the site must be removed prior to demolition
or renovation ,activity in accrdance with the 'requirements of Rule 1403. Projectcömpliance

with RUle 1403 would ensure tht imacts associated with asbestos containing materials are

reduced to acceptable levels.

\

r' '-; .. ~. :.-,"V:'. - .. .;. - ~

By law,a~bestos and. lead-:based..paintare 'no Jonger).lsed :iiçpnstr~ion materials. Therefore,

during the ()pera,tion of the proposed project" no accidental rele.se of these hazardous materials
into the environment is possible. In addition, due to the nature of the proposed offce use, no
asbestos or lead-based paint materials would be produced onsite, which could potentially be
released into the environment.

"l

Mitigation Measures

7 -1. During the construction of the pr()posed project, 
all encountered USTs shall be removed

in accrdance with applicable City and State regulations. All suspected and identified
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USTs shall be located and removed in accordance with applicable City and State
regulations.

7-2. Prior to issuance .of demolition permts, the Applicant shall conduct asbestos and lead-

based paint surveys on all buildings and associated infrastructure. If asbestos and/or

lead-based paint are detected, they shall be abated in accrdance with all applicable
federal, Statt, and local regulations as and in accordance with the South Coast Air

Quality Management District.

7-3. Any asbestos and lead"based paint containing materials shall be removed by a licensed

abatement contractor in-accordance with aU federal, State and local regulations prior to
renovation or demolition., .

Option B

Potentially Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. The dimensions of the proposed

strctures und,er Option B ar~ th,e, same as the proposed project. Therefore, the amount and

depth of grading required for OptiQnB would be the same as the proposed project. As a result,
, since the existence of any. potential USTs cannot be confirmed, Option B would be required to

implement Mitigation Measure 7-1.

Iii addition, simar to the. proposed project, all existing structures located on the project site

would be demolished under Option B. Since the existing buildings onsite may contain lead-
based paint and/or asbestos, Option B would be required to implement Mitigation Measures 7-2
and 7-3. With implementation of these mitigation measures, Option B would reduce the risk of

upset to a less-thn-significant leveL. Consequently, the same impacts would occur under
Option B asunder the proposed project.

c) Would the project ennthazd~usennssions or handle hazardous or acutely hazrdous
lIateriaa, substaces"or waste Vlth one-quarter mie of an exiting or pro(Ksed school?

A significant impact may occur if a project site is located within one-quarter mie of an existing

or proposed school site and has the potential to emit hazardous emissions.

Proposed Project

No Impact. The nearest school would be Freemont Primary Center No.2, which is
approximately 0.35 miles southeast of the project site and is currently under consruction. It
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wil be completed by the first quarter of 2005. is As stated in Section 7 (b) above, the proposed
project would use, at most, minimal amounts of hazardous materials for routine cleaning and,
therefore, would not pose any substantial potential for accident conditions involving the release
'of hazardous materials. Thus, concerning emissions of hazardousrnterials near an existing
school, no impact would occur.

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
The nearest school to the project site is the Preemont Primary Center No.2, which is
approximately 0.35 mies to southeast. As stated in Section 7(b) above, Option B would not

emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials. Thus, Option B would not emit
hazardous. materials within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school and no Iiact
would occur. Consequently, the same impact would occur under Option B as under the

proposed project.

d) Would the projeCt be lOcted on a site which is included on a list of hadous material
sites compiled pursuant to Goverient Code Setion 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
creat~ a signficat hazrd to the public or the environment?

The following analysis is based upon the Phase I Environmental Assessment-Vermont

Manchester Vilage, Los Angeles, California prepared by SCS Engineers in August 200. A
copy of this report can be found as Appendix E to this Initial Study.

California Governent Code Section 65962.5 requires various state agencies to compile lists of
hazardous waste disposal facilties, unauthorized releases from underground storage tanks,
contaminated drinking water wells, and solid waste facilties from which there is known
migration of hazardous waste and submit such informtion to the Secretary for Environmental
Protecion on at least an annual basis . A significant impact may' occur if a project site is
included on any of the above lists and poses an environmental hazard to surroUllding sensitive

uses.

Proposed Project

No Impact. A review of the most current databases and fies from federal, state, and local
environmental regulatory agencies was conducted to identify use, generation, storage, treatment

or disposal of hazardous materials and chemicals, or release incidents of such materials, which

15 Los Angeles Facilities Servce Division, Public: Find A School, website: ww.lachools.org, October 26,
200.
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may impact the proposed project site. A. summry of the federal and state agency database
findings from the Phase I Environmental Assessment are presented in Table IV-5.

Table IV-S

Regatory Database. Results

Federal Recrds
Federa National Priorit List (NPL)
Federa RCRA Corrective Actioo Facilties
(CORRCTS)
Federal Comprehensive Environmntal
Response, Compnsation. and Liabilty
Infonnon S stem (CERCUS) List

US EPA Hazrdous Waste Generators
State Records
Californa Superfd (SPL)
Cal-Siies (State E uivalent to CERCLIS)
State Leakg Undergrund Storage TanLUSS . ,
Calorna Solid Waste & Ladfill Facilties
(SWLF)
Californa Pro rties with De Restrictions

State of Californa OPR (CORTESElCS)
State Registered Underground Storage Tans
(USS;
Calorna Stae Spils List
Note: Some sites ma be listed in more than one daciase.

1 mie

1 mie

No

No

o

0'

1/2 mie No o

~ mile No 4;'

~ mie
1 mie

No
No

o
o

2112 mie No

'1J mie

i iie
1/2 mie

No

No
No

Property and Adjacent No

1

o
3

4

oi mie No

¡i
,

Of the properties listed on a federal or state database, based on each site's regulatory status,
types of violation, distance 'and/or anticipated groundwater gradients, ,these propertes are not
anticipated to significantly impact the project site. 

16 Therefore, as the project site is not

included on any of the applicable federal or State reguatory list, no impact WQùld occur.

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
According to Table IV-5 above, the project site is not included on any appllcable federal or
State regulatory databases, which list hazardous materials sites. ,Therefore, constrction of

Option B would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment and no impact
would occur. Consequently, the same impact would occur under Option B as under the

proposed project.

16 SCS Engineers, Phase I Environmental Assessment-Vermnt Manchester Village, Los Angeles, California,

August 200, page /3.
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e) Fora project locted withi an airprt land use plan or, where such a plan has not ben

adopted, 'withi two mies of a public airt or public use airprt, would the project result
in a saety had for peple residig or workg in the project area?

A significant impact may occur if a project were placed within a public airport land use plan
àrea, or within two miles of a public airport, and subjectto a safety hazard.

. Proposed Project

No Impact. The' nearest airport are the. Compton Airport and LOs Angeles International
Airport, which are located approximately eight 

mies to the southeast and approximately 11
mies to the southwest, irespectively. As such, the proposed prpject is.not included io ccny

aitport land use plao.17.Therefore, iio Iiact wöiild otcur~'

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaties for Option B and the proposed project. are the same.
The nearest airport to the project .site.is the Compton' AifpoÍ', which is located eight miles to
the southeast. As a result, Option B would not be 'included in;any airort land use plan area

and no impact would occur . Consequently , the same Iiact would occur under Option B as for
the proposed project.

l) For a project within the vicity' of it pnvate airstrip~ would thepr'oject result in a safety

hazard for peple residig or wòrkig in the project area?

This question would apply to a.project only if it were in the vicinity of a private airstrip and
would subject arearesideotsand workers to a' safety hazard.

Proposed Project

No Impact. The propos'e,projec is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore,
no imact would occur.

Option B
(

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B ana the proposed project are the same.
The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip 

and, therefore, Option B
would not pose a safety hazard for people working in the project site and no impact would

/7 Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, Los Angeles County Airport La Use Commssion

Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 19, 1991.
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,

.),
occur. Consequently, the same impact would occur under Option B as for the proposed

project.

g) Would the _project impar implementation of ()r physicay interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

A significant impact may occur if a project were to interfere with roadway operations used in
conjunction with an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan or would generate

suffcient traffc to create traffc' congestion that would interfere with' the execution of such a

plan.

Proposed Project

.i No Impact. Redevelopment of the project site may require temporary and/or partial street
closures' due to construction: activities. While such closures may cause temporary
inconvenience, they would not be expected to substantially interfere with emergency response

.or evacuation plans. The project would not cause permanent alterations to vehicular circulation

routes and pattern, impede public accs or travel upon public rights-of-way. Therefore, the

proposed project would not be expected to interfere with any adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan, and no'project impact would occur.

, , Option B

)

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
In addition, compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ in the orientation of
the proposed structres within the project site. As a result, redevelopment of the project site

may require temporary and/or partial street closures; however, these closures would not cause
permnent alternations to vehicular circulation routes and patterns, impede public access or
travel upon public rights-of-way. As a result, Option B would not be expected to interfere with
any adopted emergency 'or evacuation response plan and no impact would occur.
Consequently, the same imact would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.

h) Would the project expose peple or structures to a signficat risk of loss, inury or death

involving widland fires, includig where widlands are adjacent to urbanzed area or
where residences are intermed with widlands?

A significant impact may occur if a project is located in proximty to wildland areas and poses a

potential fire hazard, which could affect persons or strctures in the area in the event of a fire.
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Proposed Project

No Impact. The project site is not adjacent to or in close proximity to wildlands and is,
therefore, not subject tó:hazards fromwildlandfires)8. Therefore, no 

Iiact would occur.

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option Band .the proposedproject are the same.
The project site is not adjacent to or in close proximty 

, to wildlands and, therefore, Option B
would not be subject to hazards from wildland fires. Consequently, no impact would occur and
the same impact would occur under Option B as under the proposed project.

Cumulative Impacts

Les Than Signficat Impact. Development.of the proposed project in combination with the
related projects has the potential to increase the use, storage, transpon,and/orTelease of

hazardous materials. However, Mitigation Measures 7-1 through 7-3 would reduce the' . ,
potential impact associated with the prpposed project to a less-than-significant leveL. With
n~spect to the 27 relatee projects. (see. Table N -:21), the presence of any ..hazardous.. si,bstances
associate with any of the related projects.. would require evaluation for potential theats to
public safety. This would ocur for each individual. project affected, in conjunction with
development proposals on these propenies. Furtermore, local municipalities are required to
follow local, state and federal laws regarding llzardous materials. Therefore, assumig
compliance with local, state and federal laws'perilinìng to hazardous materials, cumulative

impacts would be considered less than signficant.

With. respect to hazards from wildfires,the proposed project area (including the related
projects) is an urbanized porton of Los Angeles tht 

does not include wildlands or :high fire
hazard, terrain. or vegetation. In addition, simlar to the proposed project, . none of the related
projectsarelocated within an airprt land use plan or within the vicinity ora private airstrip.
Overall, no cumulative'impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials are anticipated.

In addition, Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed structures witmn the
project site. Therefore, since a less-than-significant . cumulative impact on hazards was

identified under the proposed project, a less-,thn-significant cumulative hazards Iiact under
Option B is expected.

18 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Informtion an Map Access System, website:

http://zimas.lacity.org, October 18, 200.
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8. HYDROLOGY AND W;A TERQUALITY

a) Would the project violate any water quality stadards or. waste dicharge requirements?

. A significànt imact may ocCur if the project would discharge water which does not meet the

quality standards of agencies wruch reguìate surface water quality and water discharge into

stormwater drainage systems. Significant impacts would also occur if the project does not
comply with all applicable reguations with regard to surface water quality as governed by the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). These regulations include compliance with
the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements to reduce potential
water quality impacts.

j
,

Proposed Project

Les Than Signficat Impact. The proposed project is the development of an offce building

(with a child care center) and parking strcture. Disharges from the project would consist of
typical urban runoff. There would be no industrial discharge to any public water system. The
proposed project would be required to comply with the National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) and SUSMP programs and would be required to obtain a water
quality permt from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB).
The NPDES and SUSMP programs establish comprehensive stormwater quality programs to

manage urban stormwater and minimize pollution of the environment to the maximum extent
practicable. These programs require the proposed project to implement BMPs to reduce

pollutants in urban stormwater discharge to the maximum extent practicable.

With compliance with the applicable federal, State and local regulations, Code requirements
and permit provisions, the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards of
waste discharge requirements and, therefore, no significant impacts related to potential.
discharge into surface water or changes in water quality are anticipated.

Option B

Les Tha Signficat Impact. The land uses under Option B would be the same as those of

the proposed project. As such, no industrial discharge into any public water system would

occur under Option B. In addition, Option B would comply with NPDES and SUSMP
programs and would obtain a water quality permit from LARWQCB. Furthermore, Option B
would be required to comply with the applicable federal, State and local regulations and Code

requirements. As a result, Option B would not violate any water quality standards or
wastewater discharge requirements and a less-than-significant impact would occur.
ConsequeIItly, the same impact would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.
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b) Would the project substatialy deplete 
groundwater supples or interfere substantialy

with groundwater recge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowerig of. theløc 'groundwater table 

level (e.g., the production. rate orprHxsting
nearby weDs would drop to a level which would not support exiting land uses or planed
uses for which permts haveben grted?

A signficat Iiactmay occur if a project iDcluded deep excavationS which had the potential to
interfere with groundwater movement or included ,withdrawal of groundwater or paving of
existing permeablesiirfaces Iiortnt to groundwater recharge.

Proposed Project

No Impact. During a subsurface investigation, groundwater was encountered 48 feet below the

existing ground surface, however, the historically highest groundwater level for the project site
is 15 feet.19 'Theo-nly proposed excavation' on the project site 

is for the foundation and the
installation of utilties. The depttof such 

'exCavations' have not been dete'rnedat this time,
but tyically would be in therange of aÎew feet. Dewatering of the project site during or after
the constructiònphase would not be required. Consequently, nö alteration in the amount of
groundwater available for public water supplies would be expected. Furthermore, most of the
project site is currently covered with buildings and' pavement, and little groundwater recharge
occurs onsite. Therefore, the proposed project would not decrease the current rate of

groundwater recharge and no impact would occur.

Option B

No Impact. Compared to the proposed project, OptionB would only differ in the orientation

of the proposed strctures within the project site. Therefore, the same grading and excavation
required, for OptiQn B would be the same as the proposed project. Asa result, no dewatering

would be required ,under Option;B. In addition, since most of the project site is paved, little
groundwater recharge currently occurs onsite. Therefore, no imact would occur and the same

impact would occur under Option B as under the proposed project.

c) Would the project substantialy alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
includig through the alteration of the course of a strea or river, in a maer, which
wo11d result in substaltial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

19 Lawson -& Assodates, Preliminary Geotechmcal Investigation for the Proposed Vermnt-Manchester

Commrcial Development, September 21, 200.
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A significant imact may occur if a project resulted in a substantial alteration of drainage
pattern that resulted in a substantial increase in erosion or -siltation during construction or
operation of the project.

Proposed Project

No Impact. The project site is located in a highy urbanize area and no stream or river
courses are located in,the projec vicinity. The project site is presently covered almost entirely

with imrmeable surface (i.e. strctures, concrete, asphalt). With constrction of the
proposed project, the amount of storm water runoff would remain approxitely the same since
the amount of Iiervious surfaces on.,site are not anticipated to change. Runoff from the
project would continue drainig .to 83rd, 84ddand Vermont Street. Therefore, the proposed
project would not alter the existing drainage pattern or amount of runoff generated from the
projeèt site. Thus; theproposoo-projec would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the
projeCt site, including the courseofa steam or river, nor would it cause substntial erosion or

siltation on or off-site. No impact would occur.

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries under Option B and the proposed project are the same.
Currently, the project site is entirely covered with imervious surfaces, with the exception of
one undeveloped lot. Since the amount of imervious surfaces onsite are not anticipated to
change, construction of Option B is not expected to alter the amount of surface runoff. As a
result, construction of Option B would not alter the existing drainage pattern, which would

result in erosion on or offsite and no impact would occur. Consequently, the same impact
would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.

d) Would the project substantialy alter the exiting drage pattern of the site or area,
includig through the alteration of the course of a strea or river, or substatially increae

the rate or amount of surface runoff in a maner which would result in floodig on- or off-
site?

A significant impact may occur if a project resulted in increased runoff volumes during

construction or operation of the project that would result in flooding conditions affecting the

project site or nearby propertes.

Proposed Project

No Impact. As described in Section 8(c), the project site is fully paved (except for minimal
amounts of landscaped area) and would remain so. Storm water runoff volumes and drainage
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pattern from the project site would not change with development of the proposed project,
,therefore, no project 'impact would occur.

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries under Option B and the proposed project are the same.
Currently, the projectsite'is entirely covered 

with Iiervious surface, with the exception of

. one'undeveloped lot. . Since the amount of imprvious sQrfaces onsite 'is not anticipated to
change" the development of OpttonB is not expected to alter the amount of surace runoff. As

,'such,constrctton of Option B would not alter the existing drainage pattern, which; could result
in on or offsite flooding. Therefore~ no imact would ocur. Consequently, the same impact
~ould occur under Option B as for the proposed project.

e) ," ,Wo~ld the project qeate or contribute runoff water whiçhwotJld exceei:; th,e capacity of
~t..gyr planed stormwater draige systems or provvdesubstatial additional sources

of polluted runoff?

, "
",,;

A signficant impact may occur if the volume of storm water runoff were to increase to a level
tht exceeed the capacity of the storm drain system serving a project site, or if a project would

sub~tanttally increase the probabilty tht polluted runoff would reach the storm drain system.

Proposed Project

Les Tha Signficat Impact. There ar~, currently two storr drains in Vermont Avenue,

with two storm drain inets located at thè noI1east and nortwest comers of the 83rd/Vermont
Avenue intersection~20 Currently runoff from the project site flows either ~stwardly down 83rd

or 8411 Streets or southerly down Vermnt Avenue.21 Development of the proposed project
would rrot increase the volume 0LStOrff water runoff f'om the 

project. site, as, discussed in
. Section 8(d), above.-'. .... :J '.

'. ~ ,0..." t -', ,-.r
. Activities assoc:iated' with operation of the pr~po~ed" p;ój~ct 'wouldg~inerate s~bstances that

, ~f~
could degrade the quality of water runoff. The deposition of certin chemicals by cars in the

parking structure and the internal roadway surfaces could have the potential to cpntribute

metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, hydrocarbons, and suspended soli¡jsto the storm

drain system. However, impacts to water quality would be reduce since the project must

20 City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Navigate LA, website: htt://navigatela.lacity.org/ind01.htm,

October 15, 200.

21 Ibid.
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comply with water quality standards and wastewater discharge requirements set fort by the

\' City of Los Angeles, and the SWRCB. Furtermore, Best Management Practices (BMPS), as

required by the SUSMP for Los Angeles County and Cities in Los Angeles County, would be

/ incorporated into the project to minimize the off-site. conveyance ôf pollutants. Typical
operational BMPs include, but are not limite to:

· Strctural BMPs to mitigate potential storm water quality impacts of the project such as catch

basin insert and Continuous Deflective Separator (CDS) Units

,
i

)

· All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the Project area to be stenciled with prohibitive

. 
language (such as: "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or graphical icons to
discourage ilegal duriing.

· Legibilty of stencils and signs to be maintained.

¡

-.

· Materials with the potential to contaminate storm water to be: (1) placed in an enclosure such

as, but not limted to, a cabinet, shed, or similar strcture tht prevents contact with runoff or

spilage to the storm water conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment

structures such as berm, dikes, or curbs.

· All storage areas to be paved and suffciently imrvious to contain leaks and spils.

· All storage areas to have roofs or awnings to minimze collection of' storm water within the

secondary containment area.

· Trash container areas to have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement diverted around the

area(s).

· Trash container areas to be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of trash.

Therefore, the proposed project would not provide substantial additional sources of polluted

runoff to the storm drain system nor would it increase storm water runoff from the project site

above existing levels. Compliance with existing regulations would ensure tht potential water
quality impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

While impacts would be less than significant, the following measures are recommended to
reduce water quality impacts further:
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Construction
:"l ~ " ~ ~-', ,~~

,8-1. During constrction, the project applicantslpll iIlement all. applicable and mandatory

Hest Management lracttçe(BMPs)in;aq;rdancewith the SUSMPand City of Los

Angeles Stormwater Managementi,ogram. These BMPs shall include, but not be
limited, to the following:

. Erosion cona:ol procdures shal be Iilemented for exposed areas.

. Appropriate dust suppression w;bnques, such as watertIg or tarping,shall be used.

ConStrction 'entfances shall be designed to facilitate removal of debris from
vehicles exiting the site.

.

. Truck loads shall be tarp.

. Allconstrcti9n equipment and vehicles s~ll be inspected for and leaks repaired
accrding to a reguar schedule, speified in the Grading Plan approved by the

Depart~~t of Building aad Saf~ty.' ' .', .

8-2. All construction equipment and vehicles shall be inspected for and leaks repaired

according to -a regular schèdule, specifiêê in the Grading Plan approved by the
Departent. of Building and Safety ~

Option B

Les Than Signficat ImPact. ComPared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ
in the orientation of the proposed Stctures withn the project site. In addition, the project site
boundar~es unper Option B ,and tte prqpo~ed prpjectClre)he same. \Viththe exception of one. "~, -, " .. -.'. - ". -. - . - .' -." - -.. - . .
undeveloped lot, the project site is entirely paved: As such, development of Option B would

'. not inçrease: tne,,yøl1.ine of ,storm water, nnnoffJromtheproject site and . a less-:than-'significant
impact would ocur.

Furthermore, the land uses under Option B would be the same as those of the proposed project.

Therefore, activities associated with the operation of Option B would generate substances that

could degrade the quality of water runoff., However, similar to the proposed project, Option B
would implement BMPs set forth by the City of Los Angeles and the SWRCB, and Mitigation

Measures 8-1: and 8-2. Thus, Option B would not provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff to the storm drain system and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Consequently, the same imact would occur under Option B as under the proposed project.
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f) Would the project otherwe substatialy degade water qualty?

A significant impact may occur if a project includes potential sources of water pollutants that
would have the potential to substantially degrade water quality.

Proposed Project

No Impact. Other thn the sources dicusse above, as described in Sections 8(a) and8(e), the

proposed project does not include other potential source of contaminants which could

potentially degrade water quality. Therefore, the proposed project would not otherwise
substantially degrade water quality.

Option B

No Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ in the orientation
of the proposed strctures, within the project site. As a result, the dimensions, gross/net

building'square floor'area, and land uses Under Option B would be the same as those of the
.'prój)osed project: Therefore, other thn the source discussed above in Sections 8(a) and 8(e),

option B does not include other potential sources of contaminants which could potentially
degrade water quality. Therefore,' nö impact under Option B would occur. Consequently, the

same impact would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.

g) Would the project place housing withi a tOO-year flood hard area as mappe on a
federa Flood Hazrd Bounda or Floo Insurace Rate Map or other flood hazd
delieation map?

This question would apply to a project only if it were placing housing in a lOO-year flood zone.

Proposed Project

No Impact. 'The proposed project does not include housing and the project site is not in an
area designted as a lOO-year flood hazard area.22 Therefore, no impact would occur.

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
The project' site is not located in an area designated as a lOO-year flood hazard area nor does

22 Los Angeles City Planning Department Environmental an Public Facilities Maps, 100 Year and 500 year

Flood Plains, Septembr 1, 1996.
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Option B include the consction of housing. Therefore, no impact would ocur under Option
B. Consequently, the same Iiact would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.

h) Would the project place withi a 100-yeaf1ood had'àrea~structures which would
impee or redrect flood flows?

A significant imact may ocur if a project were located within a l00-year flood zone and
development of the projec would impe'or redirec floo flows.'

Proposed Project

No Impact. As mentioned in Section 8(g), the project site is not in an area designated as a
l00-year flood hazard area.23 Therefore, no imact would occur. c:

Option B

No Impact. The proJect site boundaries Jnr Qption B:~nd the proposed project are the same.. .' . ~ . ~. '. -. . . - ." '.
The project site is not locatedinaa,ar~"designated, ' . as alOQ,year:f1ood hazardarea and,'. .. -, ' , . .
therefore, Option B wnuld not ~mpede or ,redirectflood J''o,w~;.,As such, no::iact would
occur. Consequently, the same IIêlct w:ould occur ',11p.der. Option, B as. under the .propose

project.

i) W opld the project e?,pose peple orstructree to asignfiaatrik ofloss, inury or death

involvig f1oodig, includig fl90Wng asR r,ult of the. fa.ure of a i~vee ,()r dam?

A significant impact may occur if a projec exposed people or struCtres to a significant risk of
lnss or death caused by flooding, includin.g flooding as a result of tp.e failure ofa levee or dam.

. Proposed Project

No Impact. Ttte ,project si.te ~oesa9t)ier,ln ,aWWm,~n reseryoirjnundation~rta.24Flooding. ,_. .
from other sources is also not expected (~ee SecioD,:8(h)). Tberefore, no impact would occur.. . -. - . . '. .
Option B

No Impact. The project site boundar~es for Option B and the proposed project are the same.
The project site is not located in a dam or reservoir inundation area. As such, OptionB would

23 /bid.

24 LGS Reports, Natural Hazrds Disclosure Report for Los Angeles County: 83008322 S. Vermnt Avenue,

April 5, 200.

Manchester Vermnt Village

Final Initial Stuy
iv. Environmental Impct Analysis

Page 1V-6



City of Los Angeles Comrmty Redevelopment Agency March 2005

not expose people or structures to death or loss by flooding due to a dam or levee failure.
Therefore, no impact would 'occur. Consuently, the same' impact would ocur under Option

B as under the proposed: project.

j) Would the project expose peple or structures to a signficat risk of loss, injury or death
involving inundation by seiche, tsuna, or mudflow?

A significant impact may occur if a project site is suffciently close to the ocean or other water
body to be potentially at risk of the effects of seiche,tsunamioriiudflows.

Proposed Project

No Impact. The project site)sJÇ)cateØ approximately 15 miles east of the Pacific Ocan and,
therefore, is not subject to tsunamis. The project site is not located near a hilside area and,
therefore, is not subject ,to mudflows; According to the Los Angeles City Planning
Department, the project site is not located in an, inundation hazard area.25 Therefore, the

project site is not subject to flooding from inundation by seiche, tsunmi, or mudflow and no
impact is expected.

Option B

No Impact. The project site boundaries under Option B and the proposed project are the same.
The project site is not located near an ocan, hilside area or inundation hazard area.

Therefore, Option B would not expose people or structures to death or loss by seiche, tsunami
or mudflow, and no impact would occur. Consequently, the same impact would occur under

Option B as under the proposed project.

Cumulative Impacts

Les Than Signficat Impact. There are 27 related projects in the vicinity of the project site

(see Table IV-21). . Construcrlon orthè proposed project in conjunction with the related projects
would result in the furter infillng of uses in an already urbanize area. Runoff from the
project site and adjacent urban uses is typically directed into the adjacent streets, where it flows

to the nearest drainage improvements. As such, little additional cumulative runoff is expected
from the project site and the related project sites, since this part of Los Angeles is already fully
developed with impervious surfaces. Therefore, no new storm drainage facilities would need to
be constructed to accommodate the proposed project or related projects and a less-than-

2S Los Angeles City Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps: Inundtion and Tsunami

Hazard Areas, September 1, 1996.
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significant cumulative impact would occr. In :addition, simiar to the proposed project, all of
,the related projects ,would be required to implement BMPs and to conform to the existing
NPDES water quality program. Therefore, cumulative water quality impacts would also be less
thn significant.

In addition, OptionB would only differ in the orientation of the, proposed strctures within the
project site. Therefore, since a less-than-significant cumulative impact on hydrology and water

quality was identified under the proposed project, a less-than-sígnificant cumulative hydrology
and water quality imact under Option B isexpeeted.

9. LAND USE AND PLANNNG

a) , Would the project physicay diVide an establlhedcofuunty? ;",.

. .,.

A signficant Iiact may occur if a project were suffciently large enough or otherwise

configured in such a way as to create a physical barrier within an established community (a
typical example would be a project which involved a continuous right-of-way such as a roadway
which would divide a community and impede access between part ofthe commnity).

Proposed Project

No Impact. The proposed project is not of the scale that might physically divide an established
community and it is consistent with the existing" physical arrangement of the properties within
the vicinity of the project site, the underlying zoning and General Plan designations and with
the public right of ways. Furthermore, no streets or sidewalks would be permanently closed as
a result of the proposed project. No separation of uses or disruption of access between land use

types would occur as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, implementation of the

proposed project would not disrupt or divide the physical arrngement of the eStablished

community and no impact is anticipated from project ilIlemep.tation., Impactsassoci~ted with
. -. . _ -'- - i' - "_'. :.'.:, _'k.' " ~.: - ~:~ '; . I".

th~ remòval of the existing housing units on the project site are discussed ln Sections 12(b) and

12(cr

Option B

No Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B wöuld olÛY differ in the orientation

of the proposed structures within the project site. Therefore, the dimensions, gross/net building
square floor area, and land uses under Option B would be the same as those of the proposed
project. The project site boundaries under thè proposed project and Option B are also similar.

Accordingly, no separation of uses or disruption of access between land use types would occur

as a result of Option B. Therefore, no impact would occur. Consequently, the same impact
would occur under Option B as for the proposed project.
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b) Would the project confict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or reglation of an
agency with juridiction over the project (includig, but not limited to the genera plan,
spefic plan, loc coasta progr, or zoning ordiance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmenta effect?

A significant impact may occur if a project is inconsistent with the General Plan or zoning
designations currently applicable to the project site and would cause adverse environmental
effects, which'the General Plan and zoning ordinance are designed to avoid or mitigate.

Proposed Project

Les Tha Signficat Impact. The General Plan of the City of Los Angeles provides general

guidance on land use issues and planning policy for the entire City. All development activity

on the project site is subject to the land use regulations of the South Central Los Angeles
Community Plan, the Vermontlanchester Recvery Redevelopment Plan, and the City of Los
Angeles Planning and Zoning Code (the "Zoning Code"), which are intended to guide local
land use decisions and development pattern. Furthermore, the, proposed project is subject to

the design guidelines set fort in the Vermont Avenue Shopping Center Development Area.

The project site is located within the planning area of the Southern California Association of

Governments (SCAG), the Southern California region's federally-designated metropolitan
planning organization. The proposed project is also located within the South Coast Air Basin
and, therefore, is within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District

(SCAQMD). In addition, all of the South Los Angeles community is subject to the provisions
of the South Central Alcohol Sales Specific Plan. However, as the proposed project would not
serve or sell alcohol on-site, the provisions are not applicable to the project site.

South Central Los Angeles Community Pla

The Los Angeles General Plan is composed of 11 elements, including the land use element, and

is the fundamental policy document for the City of Los Angeles. With regard to decision-
making on land use issues, such as specific land use locations and entitlements, the General

Plan defers to its 38 individual Community Plans. As stated earlier, the project site is under the

authority of the South Central Los Angeles Community Plan (Community Plan). The South

Central Los Angeles Community Plan designates the project site as Community Commercial,

which includes commercial, retail, parking, and other uses. The Community Commercial

designation allows for CR, C2 and C4 zoning. According to the Community Plan, commercial

uses should facilitate convenient shopping and easy accss to professional services. In addition,
new ,and rehabiltated offce space should be established in the commercial centers of the
community.
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The Communty Plan includes requirements tht provide direction and a course of future action
for development in South Los Angeles. The proposed project would be consistent and/or
implement several" applicable polices ohhe Community Plan, including:

, ,
2-1.1 New commrcial uses shall be locaed in existing, established commercial areas or

existing shopping centers.

2-1.2 Protect commercially planned/zoncd areas from encroachment by residential only

development .

2-4.7 Require that first floor street frontage of structures incorporate commrcial uses.
'.

2-5.1 Improve the (lppearance and landscaping of commrcia/properties.
,"' ........,'.. -

2-5.2 ImProve safety aMaáthetics of parking areas in cOmmercial areas.

3~1.2 Requiré that projects be designed and developed to achieve a high level of quality,
distinctive character and compaJibility with existing Uses.

Design Guidelines

The Design Guidelines in the Community Plan address the issues of building orientation and
material, building height and massing, and lighting. The proposed project would be required to
be consistent with these guidelines; which include:

Locating retail and commrcial service uses along frontages of commercial developments.

Providing front pedestrian entrances for businesses fronting on main commercial streets.

Providing, where feasible, the under grounng of new utility services.

Maximize the areas devotéd to transparent building elements, such as window and door,

on front facaes.

Design parking structure exeriors to match the style, materials and color of the main

buildng

Utilze decorative walls or landscaping to blfer residential uses from parking structures.

Install on-site lighting along pedestrian walkways and vehicular access ways.

Shield and direct on-site lighting onto driveways and walkways, and away from adjacent
residential uses.
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Landscape Guidelines

The Community Plan landscape gudelines aid in enhncing the pedestrian character of a
property and in conveying a distictive high'quality visual image for the streets. These goals

can be accomplished through the placing of specific smog-,fire- and drought-tolerant plants in
proper street intersections, medians and street frontages. In addition, installation of street trees
along public sidewalks in accordance with the Street Tree Master Plan would improve the
aesthetic character of a neighborhood;

No landscape plans for the proposed project have been prepared.

The proposed pròject would remove all existing uses on theproject,.site, which are currently
underutilzeq and/or vacant. The proposed commercial use of the project site would be located
in a commercial area an:d would not allow"'tmcroachment of residential uses onsite. The

proposed project include 4,00 Square feet of fast-food, restaurant or retail use, allowing
employment opportnities for the local labôr force, and the abilty of. local residents to
patronize local stores. The project site would be landscaped and designed in compliance with
the guidelines set forth in the Cummunty Plan. In addition, constrction of the project site
would improve the overall ge~eraic~raçter ()fthe project vicinity, increasing the marketabilty

of the project area to other potential employers. Overall, the proposed project would comply

with the applicable guidelines outlined in the Community Plan, creati~g a less-than-significant
impact with respect to confonnty with the Community Plan.

The project site is also located in the Vermont/Manchester Area and Vermont Corridor, which

is designated as a Major Opportnity Site accrding to the Community Plan. Properties within
the Corridor tend to contain vacant and underutilize parcels, are part of a major transporttion
corridor and contain signficant " community resources that should be mobilze in the
redevelopment of the areas~ Therefore, with compliance of the Community Plan; the proposed
project would have a beaeffcial im,actto tl,e South Central Los Angeles community.

0' ..
Vermont/Machester Redevelopment Plan

The Vermont/Manchester Redevelopment Plan (Redevelopment Plan) covers a small area

located in South Central Los Angeles. In general, the Redevelopment Plan area is comprised of

the north and south commercial frontages along Manchester Avenue between Van Ness and

Figueora Street and the east and west commercial frontages along Vermont Avenue between
Manchester and 79dt Street. The Redeyelopment Plan's main goals are to promote and develop
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employment opportnities within its boundaries, enhnce the attactiveness and marketabilty of

the project area and reduce crime. 26

Development of the proposed project would be consistent with the project objectives of the
Redevelopment Plan, including:

· Promote and develop employment opportnnttes for the ,community by
supporting existing employers and attcting new employers;

· Create an atmosphere for ecnomicopportnlty and. coITunity prosperity
through public funding,. business development activities and appropriate
development incentives;

· Create a community image that expresses an aesthetically pleasing and clean
community through plannng and implementation programs, including
development and enforcement of urban design standards; and

· Enhnce the attactiveness, desirabilty andmarketabilty of the Project Area.

Design Guidelines for the Vermont Avenue Shopping Center Development Area

The Design Guidelines for the Vermont Avenue Shopping Center Development Area (the
"Guidelines") were adopted by the CRA on July i, '1999. . As adopted, the Guidelines apply to
any new development on the east side of Vermont Avenue between Manchester and 83rd

Streets. The project site falls in this area and thus, the, project design. ~ould be subject to

review and approval by CRA staff to ensure consistency with the Guidelines.

Design Guidelines for the Shopping Center outline parameters of a building's color, mass,
. proportion and rhythm, scale and rooftp. These Guidelines suggest ways to avoid "box-like"
structures, which colors to use for a' building'sextrior aII'bow to reduce the look of a
building's scale. The recmmendations made in the Guideli~es are to aid, in the design of
structures which wil result in an aesthetically pleasing building'that blends in tò the style of the

surrounding uses.

Summrizing the key aspects of the guidelines as they relate to the proposed project:

· The Guidelines do not require development of' a shopping center in- the development

area or on the project site. The Guidelines apply to and allow' any commercial use.

26 Commmty Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles, Redevelopment Plan for the Vermnt/Manchester
Recovery Redevelopment Project, May 14, 1996, page 2.

Manchester Vermnt Vilage
Final Initial Study

lV. Environmental Impct Analysis

Page IV-72



City of Los Angeles Commty Redevelopment Agency
March 2005

The project proposes offce, child care and parking uses which are types of commercial
uses. Thus, the Guidelines permit the project uses.

· Although the Guidelines primarily make recommendations for development, they do

include some requirements. In some respects the development standards set forth in the

Guidelines differ from the development standards set forth in the zoning code, such as
landscaped setbacks. Below, are the design standards specific to the project as
currently proposed in the conceptual.site plan.

0

0

'-r 0
i
i

'I 0
i

! 0

0
i
i
,)

0

0

0

No requirements of height, transitional height and scale;

Landscapin~setbacks along Vermont Ave and the rear must be at least ten feet;

No. requirements on building. placement or loading facilties, only
rec()mmendations;

Lot coverage must be at least 5 % landscaping;

Lighting muSt be shielded from neighboring properties;

No requiremènt for open space, but where there is open space it must at street

. level ~iìd. must' contain design elements consistent with the design of the
development;

Parking strctures are not prohibited, however "parking areas" require interior

and perimeter landscaping;

Building design mustincorporate sustainable building and operational features;

Some design requirement, but mostly recommendations on signge, awning

material, screening for equipment and storage, security features, walls and
fencing;

o Permanent landscaping and signge maintenance procedures must be submitted
for review.

In àCCrdance with the Guidelines, ttte project should provide a 10 foot landscaped setback
from the .jrear" property line. However, due to the necessity to dedicate a new 20 foot alley
behind the building (north-south alley), suffcient space does not exist to also provide the 10

foot landscaped setback. As stated on page 3-4 in the Guidelines: "Submittls which do not
conform to the guidelines and standards shall be subject to Agency discretionary authority

pursuant to Section 518 of the (Redevelopment Plan)." Consequently, the CRA can approve a
deviation from the 10 foot landscaped rear yard requirement as part of it' s approval of the
projec either in the DDA or as part of the CRA's Design Review.
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. ,Landscape Guidelines

Accrding to the Design Guidelines for the Vermont A venue Shopping Center Development

Area:

Landscaping for commercial use$ shoul be used. to defne specifc areas, by, , ,
helping focus on entrances to buildiligs, parking lots, defning the edges of
various land uses, providing transition between neighboring properties, and

providing screening for loading and equipment areas.

No landscape plans for the proposed project have been prepared.

The proposedpmject would remove all éxistig uses 
on the project site, which are currently

blighted. The majority of buildings on the project site 
ate vacant and/or in a state of disrepair

(see Section l(c) for a discussion of the proposed project's impact on aesthetics). In addition,
there is a vacant lot overgrown with wees and .a fenced offparking lot which is not in use.
The proposed project would relocate up to 1,200 employees and house them in a new offce
building. The commercial uses on the first floor of the propose project would also stimulate
the local economy. The parking strcture and projeC site. would be landscaped and the public
could use the security-patrolled proposed parking structure. Overall, the proposed project
would revitaliz' the local economy with a contemporary new building and parking strcture,
increasing the attactiveness of the project area. The proposed projeCt would implement the

project objectives listed in the Redevelopment Plan, creating'alèss-than-significant impact with

respect to conformty with the Redevelopment Plan.

Zonig

The proposed project site is currently wned rQ) C2-1 (Commercial).27 Allowable uses in the

C2 Commercial Zone include uses allowed in the CL wile (Le. Offce, business or
professional, bakery, barber, statioiiery store, drug st()~e, grocery store, etc.); uses allowed in

the CR zOne (i.e. bank, club, hotels, public parking area, child care facilties, etc.); and more
extensive retail stores (i.e. pet store, carpenter, upholstering shop and tire shop). The proposed
project site is located in Height District (HD) "1", which permits a floor area ratio (FAR) of
1.5:1, or one and one halftimes the buildable area of the project site.

Properties imediately to the nort of the proposed project site are wned rQ)C2-1

(Commercial) and R3-1 (Multi-Dwelling), both with a Height District Deignation of "1". The

27 City of ws Angeles Planning Department, UJ1Úng Informtion, website: http://zimas.lacity.org/, September

21, 200.
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properties to the east are also zoned R3-1. The R3 designation allows any use in the R2 zone,
apartent houses, multiple dwellng and child care (20 children maximum). Uses to the south

of the proposed projectsÎte are zoned(Q) C2-1,R3-1, and P-L (Automobile Parking Zone),
which' has a Height District of ~1 ". Properties to the west of the project site are zoned (Q) C2-

1.28

Height Requirements

As discussed in the Section II (Project Decription), the proposed offce building would be four
stories in height and the parking strcture would be six stories height, containing seven parking
levels.. The proposed project is the commrcial use of a comer lot located in a C zone in
HeightPistrict No.1, with its eastern border abutting a property zoned for Tesidential uses. As
such, there is no height ,restriction for the proposed project.

However, the proposed project is commercial in nature and located ona corner lot adjacent to a

propert zoned R3-1. As such, the project site is designated as a Commercial Corner
Development (CCD). A CCD is defined as:

Any commercially used -comer lot located in lI 1, which is separated only by
an alley adjacent to, or is located across the street from, any portion of a lot
zoned RAor R or improved with any residential uses (Ls Angeles Municipal
Code (lC) Section 12.03).

Therefore, the project is a CCD and subject to the height restrictions as. set forth by Ordinance
No. 175225, adopted June 30, 2003. The ordinance provides tht height of Commercial
Corner Developments in Height District No. 1 shall not exceed a maximum of 45 feet.
However, the proposed project is inconsistent with the height requirements outlined for a CCD.

Therefore, as part of the proposed project, a request of approval from the City of Los Angeles
for a CUP would be required. With approval of the CUP, the proposed project would have no
impact with respect to the height requirements of a CCD. It should 

also be noted that, at a

height of 60 feet, the proposed offce building would not cast any shadows that excee the
City's thresholds of significance.

CCD buildings must also comply with the provisions of Section 12.21.1 A 10 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code, which provides for transitional building heights. However, as the

residential zone adjacent to the project site is R3, and since R3 is a less restictive zone thn

RW1, the transitional height requirements are inapplicable to the proposed project.

2S City of Los Angeles Planning Department, ZlMAS, website: http://zimas.lacity.org/, October 28, 200.
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Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Requirements

Fo()tnote No.1 on the Community ,Plan Land Use map specifies that the height district for the
zones included in the Community Commercial designtion shall comply with Height District
No.1. Height Distrct No.1 for commercial and industrial zones allows one and one half

times the buildable area of a lot. As such, the F .AR requirements set forth in Height District

No.1 apply to the project site. Therefore, the F.A.R. of buildings 
and strctues in the C2

zone must not exce one and one-halfto,one (1.5:1) times the buildable area ofthe lot.

Therefore, the 3. 33-acre project site has a maximum building potential of approximately
217,582 'net.square feet. The proposed 

project would provide a gross area; of approximately
220,00 square feet, and a neLarea ofatJeast 210,00 

square feet. However, 'since the building
has not been designed yet, a final net area has not been determned: Based on the existing 1.5:1
F.A.R, however, the net area shal not exceed 217,582 square feet.

Parking Requirements

The County's parking requirement for the proposed project is 4.5 spaces per 1,00 square feet

of rentable space. The proposed project would provide.220,OO gross square feet, 200,00 of
whichwoùldbe rentable. Therefore, under the County requirements, the proposed project
would be required to provide 90(4.5 x (200,00+ 1,00)) parking spaces. Under the LAMC,
the parking requirement for a redevelopment area is two spaces per 1,00 square feet; however

the County requirement provides more parking compared to the redevelopment area

requirement. Nevertheless, in compliance with the parking requirements Öf the Redevelopment
Plan, the proposed parking strcture would be paved, have proper drainage 

and landscaping
and would use shielding to prevent light spilage onto 

adjacent properties. The proposed
project would provide 90' parking spaces, and therefore, would be in compliance with the

County parking requirements, which are more stringent thn those of the City.

Required Entitlements

The proposed project is anticipated to be occupied by governmental agencies of Los Angeles

County for the purpose of providing government services. The County is a governmental

agency expressly exempt from local land use regulation. !tis the pattern and 
practice of the

City of Los Angeles to exempt Los Angeles County facilties from the City of Los Angeles
Building and Zoning Code.29 This exemption is effected by issuanceofa Zoning
Administrator's Interpretation finding tht a particular County facilty such as is proposed in

29
City of Los Angeles Memorandum, January 23, 1995, from Richard Holguin, Chief of Building Bureau 

to All
Pla Checkers and Inspectors.
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this project is exempt from City zoning. A request for such a determnation has been submitted
to the City Zoning Administrator.

If the ZoJllng Admstrator determnes tht this project is exempt from locl zoning, then the
proposed project would not require any discretionary planning approvals such as a conditional

use permt or tract map (see approvals one and two below). However, approvals three through
six below, would stil be required. Street and alley vacations required to imlement this

process would be submitted to the City for cODSiderationbeuse another governent agency
project such as the proposed project may not encroach upon the City's right-of-way without
first obtaining an encroachment permit or a vacation of the right-öf-way.

If the City of Los Angeles determines tht this proposed project is not exempt from local

zoning, or if the County voluntarily subjects itself to local zoning, then the following land use
approvals wil be required from the City of LA:

1. Prom the City of Los Angeles, the Applicant would request approval öf a Conditional Use

Permt for a CCD project pursuant to theLAMC Section 12.24 W27.

2. Prom the City, the Applicant would request approval of a Tentative Tract Map, which

would include alley and street vacations/mergers.

3. Prom the City, the Applìcant would request approvals of an excavation permit and haul

route.

4. Prom the CRA, the Applicant would request approval for either a Disposition and
Development Agreement (DDA), an Owner Participation Agreement (OP A), or a Purchase

and Sale Agreement.

5. Prom the CRA, the project would be subject to the Deign Review and approval process.

6. From the CRA, the Applicant would request approval of a deviation from the Design
Guidelines for the Vermont Avenue Shopping Center Development Area's 10 foot
landscaped rear yard requirement.

SCAG and SCAQMD

The project site is located within the six-County region that comprises the SCAG planning area.

Adopted policies included in SCAG's RCPG (1996) that are related to land use are contained
primarily in Chapter 3, Growth Management: The project would be consistent with policies set

forth in this chapter as the project would: 1) be located in an area where improvements would

not cause adverse environmental impacts and 2) be located in an area that is generally
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developed or landscaped, thereby preserving other open space areas. Furtermore, as the

project would involve the constrction of a four-story offce building and a stand alone multi-
level parking structure with 90 parking spaces on a previously developed site in an urbanized

", area, 'it would not result in súbstantial growth in the' 'City or :sub.;region and thus, would be
consistent with SCAG'sgrowth projections.

The, proposed projectsconsistency with the SCAQMD's Air Quality Management Plan

,(AQMP) is discussed in Section 3(a).

Based on the above, implementalion of the proposed project \Vould not conflct with applicable
regional plans or policies adopte by agencies with jurisiction over the project. Therefore, no

, impact, would occur..'

,I

Option B

LesThanßignficatI~pact. Comparedtothe proposed project, Option Bwould only differ
in the orientation of the proposed stctures with the project site; The dimensions, gross/net
building square floor area, architectural style, height, exterior building materials and land uses
under Option B would, be the same as those of the proposed project. Consequently, Option B

would conform to the land use policies applicable to the project site and aless-than-significant
impact would occur. Consequently, the same Iiact would occur under Option B as under the

proposed project.

-i

c) Would the project confct with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natura
communty conservation plan?

A significant imact may occur if a project site were locate within an area governed by a
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

Proposed Project

No Impact. As discussed in Section 4(f) above, no such plans presently exist which govern
any portion of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflct with such
plans and no impact would occur.

Option B "

No Impact. As discussed in Section 4(f) above, no such plans presently exist which govern
any portion of the project site. Since the project site has the same boundaries under Option B as
under the proposed project, Option B would not conflct with any habitat or natural community
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conservation plans. Consequently, the same impact would occur under Option B as under the

proposed project.

Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. There are 27 related projects in the vicinity of the project site (see Table IV-21).

Constrction of the related projects is expected to occur in accordance with adopted plans and
regulations. It is also expected that most of the relate projects would be compatible with the

zoning and land use desigration for each site and their èxisting surrounding uses. Based upon

information available regarding the related projects, it is reasonable to assume that the projects
under consideration in the surrounding area would implement and support local and regional
planning goals and policies.

TheSouth'CentralLosAngeles community is a developed urban area. Therefore, coritrction
of the proposed project, in combination with the related projects, would not divide an already
established community. In addition, all the land in the project vicinity has experience
development and, as such, no biological sensitive areas exist (see Section 4 above). Therefore,
the ooiitrction of the proposed project, in combination with the' related projects, would not

conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.
No significant cumulative land use impacts are anticipated.

In addition, Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed structures within the

project site. Therefore, since ano cumulative impact on land use was identified under the

proposed project, no cumulative land use impact under Option B is expected.

10. MINERAL RESOURCES

a) Wouhl tlle project result in the loss of avaiabilty of a known miera resource that would
be of value to the regon and the residents of the state?

A signifiCant impact may occur if a project is located in an area used or available for extraction, ,
of a regionally-importnt mineral resource and the project converted it to another use, or if the
project affected access to a site used or potentially available for regionally-importnt mieral
resource extraction.
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Proposed Project

",t"

No Impact. There are no mieral resources onsite, and no oil extraction or mineral extaction
activities have historically occurred onsite.30 Therefore, no imact would 'occur. '

Option B

No Impact. No mineral resources are located onsite, and no oil extaction or mineral
extraction activities have bistorically Qccurred onsite. Since the project site has "the same
boundaries under Option B as under the proposed ,project, no impaçt to mieral 

,resources
would pccur., . ConsequeQ.tly, neither.,the.proposed,project nor Option B wO\ild have a
substantial adverse effect on regionally-significant mieral resources.-

b) vyould, the project result in the loss of;,vaiabilty ora locy.,iiporttmiera reource
recovery site delieatedon a locLgeiieraplan, spefic plan or other 

landuse plan?, ,
:'A signficant impact may occur if a project site is'located in an areaused or av~iiable for
, . extraction of al6càlly-Imortnt mineral resource extaction and the project convened the site

to anòther use.
"

Proposed Project

No Impact. ' The City of Los Angeles has' not designated any locally-significant mineral
resources on the project site. 31 In addition, as discussed in Section lO(a), no mineral resources
exist on the project site. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Option B

No Impact. The City of Los Angeles has not designted aÌÌy locally-significant minerài
resources on the project site. In additon, àsdiscussedin Section IOta), no IIneral resources

, "exist on tpe project, site. . Since theproject site has the same boundariesuIIcIer Option B as

under the proposed project, no impact to mineral resources would occur. Consequently,

neither the proposed project nor Option B would have a substantial adverse effect on locally-
significant mineral resources.

30 Los Angeles City Planmng Department, Environmntal and Public Fadlities Maps: Area Contaimng

Sigmficant Mineral Deposits and Oil Drillng & Surface Mining Zones, September 1, 1996.

31 Ibid.
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Cumulative Impacts

No Impact. There are 27 related projects in the vicinity of the project site (see Table IV-21).
Development of the proposed project in conjunction with the relate projects would result in the
furter infilling of uses in an already urbanize area. No oil extaction or mineral extaction
activities have historically occurred or are presently conducted on any of the related project
sites or the project site.32 Furthermore, the City of Los Angeles has not designated a locally-
significant resource on any of the related project sites or the proposed project site; thus no

. locally-designated resources would be affected (see Environmental and Public Facilties Maps:
Areas Containing Significant Mineral Deposits in the City of Los Angeles). As such, no

cumulative imact would occur.

In addition, Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed structures within the
project site. Therefore, no cumulative impact on mineral resources was identified under the

proposed project; no cumulative mineral resources imact under Option B is expected.

11. NOISE

Sound is technically described in term of amplitude (loudness) and frequency (pitch). The
standard unit of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB). The decibel scale is a

logarithmc scale that describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations tht make up

any sound. The pitch of the sound is related to the frequency of the pressure vibration. Since

the human ear is not equally sensitive to a given sound level at all frequencies, a special
frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity. The A-
weighted decibel scale ("dBA") provides ths compnstion by discrimnating against
frequencies in a manner approximting the sensitivity of the human ear.

Noise, on the other hand, is typically defined as unwanted sound. A typical noise environment

consists of a base of steady "background" noise tht is the sum of many distant and

indistinguishable noise sources. Superimposed on this background noise is the sound from
individual local sources. These can vary from an occasional aircraft or train passing by to

virtally continuous noise from, for example, traffc on a major highway.

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of community noise on

people. Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of

noise upon people is largely dependent upon the total acoustical energy content of the noise, as

32 City of Lo~ Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Navigate LA, website: http://navigatela.lacity.org/indexOl.htm,

October 22, 200.
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well as the time of day when the noise occurs. Those that are applicable to this 
analysis are as

follows:

· "L. - The:equivalentenergy noise level is the average acoustic energy content of noise
for a stated period, of time. ,Thus, the L. of a time-varying noise and tht of a steady

noise are the same if they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during exposure.
For evaluating community impàCt, this rating scale does not vary, regardless of
whether the noise occurs during the day or the night.

· CNEL - The Community Noise Equivalent Level is a 24-:houraverage L. with a 10
dBA "penalty" added to noise during the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M., and an
additional 5 dBA penalty during the hours of 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. to accunt for

,noise sensitivity in the evening and 'nighttime. The logarithmc effect öf these additions
.' is, that a 60 dBA 24-'hour Le woUldtesult in a measurement of 66.7 dBA CNEL.

, "
¡

\
¡,¡

"

. '

Noise environments and consequences of human activities are usually well represented by
median noise levels during the day, night, or over a 24-hour period. Environmental noise

levels below 60 dBA are generally considered low, moderate in the 60 to 70 dBA range, and
high above 70 dBA. Examples öf low daytme levels are isolated natural settngs that can
provide noise leveIsàslow as 20dBA~ and quiet suburban residential streets tht can provide
noise levels around 40 dBA. Noisè levels above 45 dBA at night can disrupt sleep. Examples of
low-moderate level noise environments are urban residential or semi-commercial areas

(typically 55 to 60 dBA) and coniercíal locatiöns (tyically 60 dBA). People may consider

louder environments' adverse,:but iiosfwil accept the higher levels associated with more noisy

urban residential or residential~mmercial areas (60 to 75 dBA) or dense urban or industrial
areas (65 to 80 dBA).

, "

Under controlled conditions, in an acoustics laboratory, the trained healthy human ear is able to
'discern changes in sound levêls of ,1 dBA, when exposed to steady, single frequency "pure

;; tóne"¡'signals in the mtdc:I'6quency range. Outsidêof such controlled cOnditionS, the trained ear

'can detect changes of 2'dBA in norIIl environmental noise. It is widely acèepted that the
average healthy ear, however, can bàrely perceive noise level changes of 3 dBA. Changes
from three to five dBA may be noticed by some individuals who are extremely sensitive to
changes in noise. A 5 dBÁ increase is readily noticeable, while the human ear perceives a 10

dBA increase as a doubling of sound.

hj

'!

Noise levels from a particular source generally decline as distance to the receptor increases.
Other factors such as the weather and reflecting or shielding also help intensify or reduce the
noise level at any given location. A commonly used rule of thumb for roadway noise is tht for

every doubling of distance from the source, the noise level is reduced by about 3 dBA at
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i
(
\
!

acoustically "hard" locations (i.e., the area between the noise source and the recptor is nearly
complete asphalt, concrete, hard-packed soil, or other solid materials) and 4.5 dBA at
acousücally "soft" locations (i.e., the area between the source and recptor is norml earth or
has,vegetation,cincludinggrass). Noise from stationary or point sources is reduce by about 6

to 7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance at acoustically hard and soft locations, respectively.
Noise levels are also generally reduce by 1 dBA for each 1,000 feet of distance due to air
absorption. Noise levels may also be reduce by intervening strctures - generally, a single
row of buildings between the receptor and the noise source reduces the noise level by about 5

dBA, while a solid wall or berm reduces noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA. The manner in which
older homes in Californa were constructed generally provides a reduction of exterior-to-
interior noise levels of about 20 dBA with closed windows. The exterior-to-interior reduction

of newer homes ~ iiènei'lly 30 dBA or more with closed windows.

-.j

a) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
stadards establihed in the loc genera plan or nòise ordice, or applicable standards

of other agencies?

A significant impact may occur where a project would not comply with the City of Los Angeles

General Plan Land Use Compatibilty Standards for Noise or the City of Los Angeles Noise
Ordinance (Municipal Code Ordinance No. 144,331).

Proposed Project

(i) Construction-Related Impacts

:
i

Les Than Signficat Impact. Section 41.40 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code regulates

noise from demolition and construction activities. Exterior demolition and construction
acayities tht generate noise are prohibited between the hours of9:(( P.M. and 7:00 A.M.
MondaythroughFriday, and between 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 A.M. on Saturday. Demolition and

constrction is prqhibited on Sundays and all federal holidays. Demolition and construction

activities associated with' the proposed project would comply with these Municipal Code
requirements. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.

¡

!

(u) Operational Impacts

Les Than Signficat Impact. The City of Los Angeles allows offce buildings to be
constructed in areas where the average noise level is up to 77 dBA CNEL, provided that the
buildings are constructed using conventional design and that fresh air supply systems or air

conditioning are provided to allow windows to be kept closed. Noise levels within playgrounds

are acceptable up to 70 dBA CNEL The future noise levels at the proposed project site have
been calculated using the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) Highway Noise Prediction
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Model (FHWA-RD-77-108). The model calculates the average noise level at specific locations
based on traffciVolumes, .average 'spees, roadway 

'geometr, and site 'environmenta
conditions; Tl;e average' vehicle noise rates (energy rates) utilze in the FHWAModel have
.been modified to reflec average vehicle noise rates identified for CalifomiabyCaltrns. The
Caltrans data, show that Californa automobile noise is 0.8 to 1.0 dBA higher than national

,levels and tht medium and,:heavy trck noise is 0.3 to 3.0 dBA lower thn nattonal levels.
Traffc volumes utiize as datainputsinihe noise prediction model were provided by the

projecuraffc engineer. The future noise levels at the proposed project site are shown in Table
IV-6.

Table IV-6
. . -~:.-

Future Noise~vels at Lotions With the ,Project ,Site "

"Offce' , '
Chldcare Play Area
Christopher A. Joseph & Associes, November 200.
re~ts are provi4ed in Append G.'

~" . J :

,
'i

The proposed offce building would have air conditioning and keep doors and windows closed.
Based on the informtion presented in Table IV-6, the proposed building and'childcare play

area would not be exposed to noise levels that excee City standards. Therefore, a ,less-than-
significant impact would occur.

Option B

Les ThaSignficatImpact.Simiar to the proposed project, the demolition and

constructionactivittesassoCÍated with Option B would comply with' Sectioii4L40 of the
,LAMCIn,addition, the ,proposed offce building under Option B would be designed to allow
window to be kèpt closed. Asä result, the proposed offce building and childeare center

would not be exposed to noise levels that excee City standards. Therefore, a less-than-
significant impact would occur. Consequently, the exposure of persons to noise levels in
excess of established standards under Option B would be similar to the proposed project.

, ,

b) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise leveÌs?

A significant impact may occur ,if the project would create generally excessive groundborne
vibration levels.
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i
Proposed Project

)

Les Than Signficat Impact. Vibration is sound radiated through the ground. The
..ruling soun~ caused by the vibration of room surfaces is called groundborne noise. The

ground motion caused by vibration is measured as particle velocity in inches per second and in
the U.S. is referenced as vibration decibels (VdB).

,)

..

The background vibràtion velocity level in residential and educati~nal areas is usually around
50 VdB. The vibration velocity level theshold of perception for humns is approximately 65
VdB. A vibration velocity level of 75 VdB is the approximately dividing line between barely
perceptible and distinctly perceptible levels for many people. Most perceptible indoor
vibration is caused by sources within buildings such as operation of mechanical equipment,

; movement oLpeople, or the slammg of doors. Typical outdoor sources . of perceptible
groundborne vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffc 'On rough
roads. If a TOadway is smooth, the groundborne vibration from traffc is rarely perceptible.

The range of interest is from approximately 50 VdB, which is the tyical background vibration
velocity level, and 100 VdB, which is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in
fragile buildings.

.,

Constrction activities that would occur at the proposed project site have the potential to
generate low levels of groundborne vibration. Table iV -7 identifies various vibration velocity

levels for the tyes of construction equipment that. would operate at the project site during

constrction.

Table IV-7

Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

Loaded Trucks 86 80 78 76

Jackhammer 79 73 71 69

Small Buldozer 58 52 50 48
Federal Rtilroa Adnisiralion 1998 and Chrisiopher A. Joseph Associaaes 200.

The City of Los Angeles has not adopted any thresholds for groundborne vibration impacts.
Therefore, this analysis uses the Federal Railway Administration's vibration impact thresholds
for sensitive buildings. These thresholds are 80 VdB at residences and buildings where people

normally sleep (e.g., nearby residences). No thresholds have been adopted or recommended
for light industrial uses.
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Construction activities would primarily affect the e-xisting residences located imediately east
of the project site. The residences are located approximately 20 feet from the edge of the

proposed constrction area. Based on the information presented in Table IV -7, vibration levels

, could excee 87- V dB, at the residential strctures. This would excee the 80 V dB threshold for

residences and buildings where people normlly sleep. However, the constrction activities
and their associated noise levels would be limted to daytime hours between 7:00 AM though
9:00 PM in accordance with Section 41.40 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. ,Therefore,
thëy would not occur dúring recognze sleep hours for residence. " Therefore, a ,less-thn-
.,' , . ~ :" : f -õ'.:. - _.' . '
significant impact would occur.

'OptiohB
, ' ¡"!', ':"'.;:

Les Than SignficaHmpact. Compared to the proposed project, Optiòn B would only differ
',in; theorientatiofiof, the,; proposed. strctres, . within ,the project site. The :dimensions and

,~,'gr()ss/net buildìng floor area, under"Option Bwouldbe'the same as those of the proposed
project, and thus Jthesame tye'ofconstnction activities would occur. Asa result,' the same

,c~, types of constrcton equipment tht would"be used during ; the constrction phase of the

proposed project would also be used during the construction phase for Option B. i Similar to the
proposed project, the vibration levels under Option B could exce 81 Vdb at the adjacent
residential strctures '(seê Table' IV -8) . However," the' coîîtruCtion aCtivities' associated with

OptionB would, simlar to the'proposed project, comply withSeêtiòn 41.40 of the LAMC. As
such, residents 'woûld'not "bedisturbed dUring recognize sleeping hours and 'a less-than-
significant impact would occur. Consequently, the amount of groundboume vibration and noise
levels generated under Option B would be simlar to the proposed project.

c) Would the project,result in asùbstatialperranent"increa~ in ambient noise levels in the
project vicity above levels exiting Without the project?

A significant impact may occur if a project were to result in a su.bstantial permnent incr~ase in

ambient noise levels"aboveexistingambieiit noise levels without-the project. ,.

Proposed Project

Les Tha SignficaptImpact. As defined in the City of Los Angeles' Draft L.A. CEQA
Thresholds Guide theshold for operational noise imacts (City of Los Angeles 1998), a

significant impact would occur if noise levels associated with the operation' of the' proposed

project increase the ambient noise levels by 3 dBA CNEL at homes where the resulting noise
level would be at least 70 dBA CNEL or at commercial buildings where the resulting noise
level is at least 75 dBA CNEL. In addition, any long-term increase of5 dBA CNEL or more is

considered to cause a significant impact.
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Locations in the vicinity of the proposed project site could experience slight changes in noise
levels as a result of an increase in the on"'site population and resulting increase in motor vehicle

,trips. The changes in future noise levels locations along the roadway segments in the project
vicinity have been calculated using the FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model and are
identified in Table IV-8. As shown, the proposed project would increase local noise levels by a

maximum of 2.4 dBA CNEL, which is inudible/imperceptible to most people and would not
exce the identified thresholds of significance. Therefore, a less-than-signifcant impact would

occur.

Table IV-8

Project Roadway Noise Impacts

Nort of 83rd Street 71.4 71.6 0.2 5.0
Vermont A venue Nort of Manchester

. Avenue 71.9, 72.1 0.2 5.0

West of Hoover Street 56.9 59.3 2.4 5.0
83rd Str,eet

West of Vermont Avenue 61.1 61.3 0.2 5.0
Source: Chrisio her A. Joseph & Associaes, Novembr 200. Calculliion daa and resulis are endix G.

New stationary sources of noise, such as rooftop mechanical heating, ventilation, and air

conditioning (HV AC) equipment would be installed at the proposed buildings. Although the

specific location of the HV AC equipme,iu is not know at this time, it is expected tht this
equipment would be shielded by the 3-foot-high parapet and appropriate n()ise muffing devices

installed to reduce noise levels tht affect nearby noise-sensitive uses. The tye of HV AC
equipment currently intalled on new offce buildings generates noise levels that averag~ around

66 dBA Le on the air inlet side and 62 dBA Le on the other sides when measured at 50 feet
from the source. The shielding installed around the new equipment reduces these noise levels
by around 15 dBA. The resulting equipment noise levels would be less thn 51 dBA Le at
nearby homes. Because existing noise levels at the nearby homes currently average around 65

dBA CNEL, this would not result in a substantial permanent increase in noise levels of 5 dBA
CNEL or more at these homes.

Noise would also be generated by activities within the proposed parking structure. Sources of
noise would include tires squealing, engines accelerating, doors slammng, car alarms, and
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" ,

:.'

peple'talking. Noise levels.:with theparklgstrcture would fluctuate with the amount of
aut0mobii~.and,human ,'activity,-" .óNoise¡ levels would; be highest iii the. moming"and evening
when ,the, Iargest number .of peple, would. enter and' .exit the parking' structure. During these

",:,times,/the.,Roise'.levels wOp'ld':range'ft.otn:60'l:;70c:dBA Lxi.: ,There would betimes in the

rnddleof ,the'day when very little activity ocurs and the noise levels average 50 to 60 dBA
L,..' These:conditions áre yerysimilär tothe existing conditions with vehicles'parking on the

--treets, around the project site and at 'the parkig':1ots within the project' site. The resulting noise
levels at the nearest homes would also fluctute throughout the day. However, the activities

. with the parkig strcture would increase amient noise levels at the nearby homes by 5 dBA
CNEL or more.. . c,' "

-," .

;"'-:

Båsed '()If:this;\infonnH6n~;)Inîementåtion~~ô.(tle prO-posed projec w~uld not result in a....".-... ..' ~. ". " .
:substantial permnent increâseiä'áñ'bieii(n6ise levels above exiting ambient noise levels
without the proposed d p~ojtÇt:" Therefôie~ '~'íess-tn-significant impact would' occur.

. ! ' ; .~i : : ~ .' .' i' . . "

!:' ?;~)~~~~-U;,,~,;,- _' .

".' ,tOpÙorr,J!

" . ': ...1~' 1:'

"

. ~ J ~,-' ,
Les Than Signcat Impact.' 'Compared' to the proposed project,Optioll B wouldonlX d,iff~r
in the orientation of the proposed strctires within the p'r~jeetsite.Therefore, the proposed

land uses associatew,ittthe proposec projec 'and Option B would be simlar and the noise
levels that would be ge~erate'by the proposed land ~es under Option B would also be similar
to th()se noise levels geÍÍerâted, under the proposedprôjëCt.

l ~~

As a result of the development of Option B, simlar to the proposed projec, locations in the
project vicinity could experience slight changes in noise levels due to an increase of population, .
and activity within 'the ptòjectsite. However, this. increase in noise would be

'ìniÍdible/imperceptible to most peple'and,therefdre, would riot exce' the threshold of
'significance established by the City.'Fututè;'iioiSè"levels along the roadway seggents in the
'project vi~iltity\vOuld 'åIso"increåse, howevef, they too would not èxcee t~e,significance

"threehåldfitstablished'6y:iileCity (sèc:ftable IV~8)~Furtherm6re, similar to the proposed
pl'oject; 'Option B woùld shield and utiliZe approptiâte muffing devices for statioIIry- sources of'.' .
noise suêh as HV ACequipment;to decrease the amount of noise heard by nearby recptors.

. 
Overall, with appropriate design the development of Option B, there would not be a'substantial
increåse in ambient noise levels, and a less;.than'-signifcaÍ1t impact would occur. Consequently,

. the amount of operational noise' generated' by Option B would be simlar to the proposed
project.
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:d) .Wouldthe project result ina substatial temporar or penodic, increae in ambient noise

levels in the project vicity above levelsexitig without the project?

, .

A signficant impact may ocur if the propose project were to result in a substantial temporary
or periodic increase in ambient noise levels above existing ambient noise levels without the
proposed project.

Proposed Project

, '
¡

í

Potentialy Signficat Unles Mitigation Incorprated. As .defined in the City of Los
Angeles' Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds 'Guide threshoidfor ~nstruction noise impacts (City of

Los Aneles 1998), a ~ignificant lraçt wQuI(tQCCur ifcónstrc~i?~ activities lasting more thn
one day would increase the ambient noise levels by 10 dBA 'or' Ïnore at any off-site noise-
sensitive location.

Project development would require the use of heavy equipment fördemolition, site grading and

excavation, and building consçtion. Development activities woiild also involve the use of
smaller power tools, generators, and other sources of noise. During each stage of
development, there would be a different mix of equipment operating and noise levels would

vary based on the amount of'equipment in operation and the location of the activity.

The U.S. EP A ,has compiled data regarding the noise generating characteristics of specific
types of constrction equipment and tyical construction activities. These data are presented in
Table IV-9 and Table IV-1O for a reference distance of 50 feet. These noise levels would
dimiish rapidly with distance from the construction site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA per
doubling of distance. For example, a noise level of 84 dBA measured at 50 feet from the noise

source to the receptor would reduce to 78 dBA at 100 feet from the source to the recptor, and

reduce by another 6 dBA to 72 dBA at 200 feet from the source to the receptor.

During constrction, three basic typs of activities would be expe to occur and generate

noise. First, the existîng structures at the project site woùldbe demolished and the surface

parking lats cleared. Secnd, the development site would be prepared, excavated, and graded to

accomrate the subterrnean parkig strcture and building foundations. Third, the proposed

parking strcte, offce building, and chidcare building would be constrcted.

Construction activities would primarily affect the existing residence located to the east of the

project site. The residences are located approximately 20 feet from the edge of the proposed

construction area. Based on the information presented in Table IV-IO, construction noise

levels ~ould exceed 89 dBA at the residential structures. Existing daytime noise levels at these

homes average approximtely 65 dBA Lq. Therefore, construction activities would increase
daytime noise levels at these homes by more than 10 dBA Lq. As shown in Table IV-10, the
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.._...'.'.T."'.."..__.. _',..

.;",;;llse;ofmuffers-:onconstrction,cquipnnm Could reduce their noise levels by an. average of3
dBA. However ,¡J11e resultingdloise JJvelswould . 

stil be, greater. than 10 .dBA over the existing
conditions without the project. This is a potentilly significant impact.

." c,_, .....:,: .
/'."" : ~ ! ;.)... . :"1,, '.~ .. . . ~ \ ~: ;

.~, .; . 
Table IV-9 ..

Noise Rage of Typica Construction Equipment ,
. ,,",

. ¡'.:

- j-, ..:(:::

Front Loer 73-86Trucks '.. ' 82-95
Cra,-(moveàble), 75-88
çt;~i(~ck), __ '._ ,.'i 86:8?Vibrator ~ 68-82Saws 72-82
Pnewnic Imct Eqpmet 83-88Jacklrs 81-98
'Pu:.....".. 00, :'.':.' 'j;~' ::' '68-72
,Gen.eIftqrr,,; 71-83 .CO~I"ör- 75-87
Concrete Mixers 75-88
'CoiìretePU '" 81-85Backlloe-73-'95
Pile Driving (p) 95-107
T~ctor ".' 77-98
Scrar/Grr ,,' 80-93Paver 85-8'8
a. Machinery ei¡ûippédWïihnoisêconnfol devices or oiher

noise"reding designfeaures'does ri generaae ihesåm
level of noiseemi~sions ~ th(shown in ihis iable.
Sóurce: U.S: EPA 1971 as shown' in Ciiy of Los Angeles"1998.' . ' .

. .i

r ~I. .

.' .' .: :..::; .' ~ .' : t.j

.;"

; ..~.:-1

" I
~ .: -i

"'-i"~~j

~ ; '. :", . - ;;-!:. 1
i

. .-J
,-F .')

" ,i
(
I
j

, '

'"

i

Table, IV-lO

. Typ,jaa0u,tdQQr Co,~tnnctiøn Noise Level~

. :"¡i~:j:-'.

Ground Clearing

.Excavation, Grding
Foundations

S,trcturaI
Finisllng
Source: US. EPA 1971 as shown in Ciiy of Los Angeles 1998.

82

86

77

83

86
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j

As discuss previously in Secion ll(a), exterior demolition and constrction activities that
generate noise would be prohibited between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M, Monday._" . .
through' Friday, aiid betwee 6:00 P.M.and:-8:00 A:M:on'Sâtrrday' iri.iccdtdance with
Section .4L40 of the Los Angeles Muiiicipal Code. DemoI1tidii''ãIid~Cô~áióii\\iould not

occur on Sundaysàrid allfederalholidays..Theref6re; they would rit dêtir duiiii recognizd

sleep hours for residence; Additiönally, irilerrentationof the following IItigation measures

would reduce the magnitude of this imact to a less thansignifieant leveL
... '. ~ ,

ì
i
¡

i

I

,.l

Mitigation Measures ..

, - ."

-I
1
I

11-1. Acoustic. barriers shaH be installed alonE. tlle perÌleter of.th~: projeçt side., adjacent to
resiqential " proptni~ thoughont_ the durationof the.ccnsttctiqn:pllse tomini the
" naise levelS experieiÍced aqlie near~y hoii~. " "

. . ..:; ~ .: f ,: .',~' '.

11~2. An conSètion equipment engiôes shall be p~op~rlr tuqed a~dmufted açcrding to
manufacturers' specifications. .

i
i
,
I

../

11~3. NÖise côns~ctioriacti\lities whose specific location .on th~ sit~ l1Y bé fle~ble (e;g.,

operationoicompress~rs and generators, cemmnt nnxing,gtaer~ìé~c~'a~.eq~ipment. " : . ~ . -..... - '-. ,::~ .-,. . ,... ,_; ... '.' "~ . ,.
staging) shâllbe conducted as far as reasonably possible from -the nearest noise-

sensitive land uses,.and natural and/or manmde barriers (e.g"jiite(;veningconstruction
trailers) shall be used to screen propagation..pf.noisefrom such.activities tOwards these
land uses to the maimum, reasonable extent possible.

dJ

1
i
i

,)

1 I -4. The use of those pieces of constrction equipment or constrction' nnqds. with the

greatest peak noise generation potential shaH be scheduled as as to avoid operating
several pieces' of equipment simultaneously, where possible. .Examples'include the use

of drils and jackhmmers.

i
.j

i

11-5. Equipment and material haul routes shaH be established and adhered to in order to
ensure that trcks traveling to and from the site do not travel on residentiâl streets in
the vicinity of the project site.

11-6. An information sign shall be posted at the entrance toeachconstrctiön site that
identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephonemlliber tocaH and
receive .information about the constrction project or to report complaints regarding

excessive noise levels.
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.~,.",'.:..-~ .'~'---""

. OptionS ;
.. . : ,,:, ~ :- ~. "

',~:, :"':~ ':. .;; ~".i.';' .' .", ":¡:.
. " --~:r í". . . .

i"",,~,'jr~~~~tialy, Si,ggttamt ,Unn~ "Miti~tjpn l.corprateØ~ "Compared, to , the PfOpqStX project,

" " Qption Itwimld, ooYßiff~rjn the QflerrtIon pf tte propqsed .stctes Within the .pi;øject site.!"(' t . . - . - - ,. . " ..t J . . ::: -. . ..: ~ . .;.... : ..-'~ "'_"\ ;: '. ~ I ", - .-, ~. ,r . " . '-. . . _ .:.' , ..".. .

J'he,ßiwe~l~ns ~ndggo~ln,et,buil4¥.g,s.quaret1oorarea,under Option ßwould; bedie same as

;J~ose of.t:e,mçvps¡e9 ,pi;oject, JH~d,,~~,s. the saae typ of constrctionactivities\y~)Uld ocur.
Asa result, uII4er,Opti9IIBtheJ~moulltand typ of constrction equipment, in addition to the
duration of the constrction period would also be simlar to the proposed project. Noise from
construction activities would primrily affect the adjacent residential uses lüetedto the east.
Based on. the information presented in Table IV -10 and the results of the constrc~ion noise

" .," ""ànalysis hfthe' proposed:proJêct distÙSsed abOve'~Öption'B' wouuCl'generatè'ccnsction 'noise

',;, "\ ., levels abovett~fttëshold:¡8f siggifl6ìri&. . ;'SißÛlår totle propose piojêcr~ Option B would be

required to imlement Mitigation MèåhreS n;.1.tlough'11~to reduceiisllact to a less-

thn-significant leveL. Consequently, the amount of constrction noise generated by OptionB
i\Vouldb~"s¡Imá¥'tô"ttê'propp~ed;prôje(t. '., . ., , ,

..'
i

".\

..

,: 1

;,:¡

'e)For =:' project locted withi. an ,airyrt land use plai or, where such a..iilan ha not ben
:ádopted,Withiri t~ri' iiesorâììubn.~d airprt or public~ use áirprt, \\~uld the projec

. 'expOsePèpiereSÜÍ¡ng or workkGînJliè prôJéci are tòe~ceíve noisêleyrls? '
.;,.'." ,.

\

,.1

" ' AsignificaiitIracfmay 'occrtr' if àproject would iittoduce substntial new sources of noise or
substantially add to existing sóurcesof nóisewithin or in the vicimty of the project site during
constrction of the project.

.
",i

'.' Proposed Project .

NQ Impact~As stated in Section '7(e).theproposed project site is not locted in close

proximty to a public airport or within an airport land use 
' 
plan. Therefore, no imact would

occur.
": ~-.-f ",.'-, ,.'.. .'.~ :"~C~t:-'-_:~

',; Option B

No Impact. As stated in Section 7(e), the project site is not located in close proximity to an
,; .airport,or locte ,within,.an airport land' use plan. As the project site boundaries under Option

Bare 'thesaineas lor the proposed project, the project site under -Option B would also not be
10CCtedinciose proximity loan ,airprt or located within an airprt land use plan and no impact

would occur. Consequently, Option B would be simar to the proposed project.
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1) For a project withi the vicinity, of a,.private aitrip, would the project expOe peple
residig or WOrkcInI the project/areäito 'ecesive noiselevels?

-,

. ,"..'~"

This . qu6stio~-would;.fpÌJLY/¡~4,pï-oJectônny if it were inthevicinnty ofaprivateair~ipand

""Would sabject. area tes~~êii~iaiid worker~~t~!a safetyháiärd;c::: " .., i' ,,'
"-0)_;" .

::':¡,- .

Pr-posed Project

No Impact. As stated in Section 7(t),the proj~ site is not Joctedinthe' viciriityöf ã pI'\láte
airstrip, so no such facilities are locted in the viçWty of the projectsìté.Therefore, no impact

would occ.or. . .
.' ..,.' .. . ~_ ~ ". i\:, ..

()ptiorrB~
. .,....."':.-..:...' . '. ".~'.:

::",--, .'
. - ". ...." "" ..-...~.,- ,.'

No Impact. As stated in Secion 7(t), the project sit is not located in the vicinty of a private
airstrip. As the project site b()undarie,~ under Opdona are the sanny as.for,the ,propose
. ":~: : :" ,-'.: -:-:'.: :.::' :',,'.:~ :.¡'." ':.." ,~:,'-",),.:'.~':"~"-': -. -.(;r: ~:;'-;.;.'. . .,_.......-.; .-.
projeci:, the project site ùnder ()tion B, woiid ,also not,bb located inthe vicinty o( a private

.' _ . _~ , " - ". :"'"'. ,,_ ,¡.~'... ""~':~.,~.' '..::,.0' ..: ..:' ,',,':_'. '__', . :. ....:.:.,'., ....'.. ~ .;, ....: .',T., ..:':

. ~ áirsi:Ì'p and no iract would occur. Coi1equcntly, OptionB would be sihafi¡tothe proposed
. "".", ~. ' .

project.

;'i
Cumulative Impacts

..

Cumuhltivenoise impactswoúídoccur prllril"yâS'a::'iesult cir;ìn.crcls~ tt~~c ,on local
roadways' due to the prnposedproject and';ótherp¡'bjecc::' "iithÌíi' thestùdyatcl:Therefore,
cumulative tràffc-geneiatec iioiseimPacts håve~n)~sessêc b~s¥ onthe'&mIiibution of the

proposed' project to the future year 2006cumulatlve'fue tráffc' "Óìiimeg' in' the'pfcijèCf vicinity.

The noise levels associated withexisti~g ttäc'v:blutieS~';-cumú1~tive b~se-U:åffc' 'volumes

without the proposed project, and curiulativedbase~ii-affc volumes: ~iththedprojêct 'have been

calculated' using ;the FHW A Nöisë PrMi.tìon'Model'artd"tire ì&ntifièd' î~'fåbíe IV - i i.'
:-'::::'ti:.. . ....,..y.-....~.!! i:~ . ...~.. ....-

: . ~ . ,-.'~;,;','

c; :
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, i
¡

,

'.. " ',",':1\. .; Taiile IV-LL

'~'i.euulativeÆTojeciRoadway¡NoiselImPactS; ,"" .,,'.,,",

VeQIopt A v.enue
,\ ,', .. . ; .' ~ .

. ,.'.....

· . Nort of Machestr.
A.venue "

West of Hoover Street

West of Vermont A veine

-.. . ~
71.2 72.1 0.9

.. ;

5.0
..

25 5.0

0.3 5.0

.....

83rd Street
56.8

6LO

59.3

61.3
Source: Chsto her A. Joseph & Associaes, Novembr 200. Calcuion da an resulis are

, ;
!,¡

,

.; . .:.

',:','1-"

.: , . ";- . _.":: n. l- ,;. ..: ":" - .'_ _,', ...: "f.-," . .:; .. ,'....', - . ~ ' ,'. - . . _ _ _,; ....;-~.: : ~ __ _ . _ . ,
AS shown, curû1ative dêvelópmenfalóïi' with the proposed project would increase local noise:. '. :,_', i ... " , -:'", . _ .'. ..", c ;, ~ ".: r ¡, .' :: :., _.. _ . :-.":.. .. .. ". - _ -'_ . _. '
'levels by"'~ maxi~~,. of 2.5dBA CNEL,~which woüld not exceed 5~O dBA CNEL and not besubsta"iitil." ., .,' .

. "

-'l

ì

Future constrction in the vicinty of the proposed project site is not expected to result in a
cumulatively considerable imact in term of substantial temprary or' periodic increases in
.ambi~nt noise leye\~. :NQise imactare localii i~ ~tureand deçn~ase substantially with

.' distan~. 'No, .othei: CQQQtrçttQa, projeçtt artloc.ted in dde immediate, viçinity, of the proposed. ~_' , ;,,, e...: ." . ~ . '. : ..~ ..- ,,:: ':.' : '. _ _ _ . _,' _ _ . .' I _' . _ '.
pr~ject site, .that 'YQ1,la ,haY~A.lìe J)()tentia.l to~fftC the sanie surrounding .uses as does the. " . ,. ,': -, '. . ..' . ~', : _" ." ~. '.;: . - " '. ,._". '. .: ,c", _ _....
,Pf(~PQsed, projeçt., '.' Jn adgitlai;,.. ~1J. consCtion .ac,Üvities thht~o\\ld occur in close proximty to
0Cfllpiedr~sidenf?~,w~uld1~e :, è~hjpttf ~~tween ;the. ho\\rs ,o(,9:() p .M~ and 7 :00 A.M.

Mond."u~y thoug~ Fr.tq;;y, and~~tweeii 6:00P.~~. and 8:00, A.M. 0iiSaturday in accordance., - . . ~. , .
witJ;$ecriqp.Al-4Q.o(.tb L(s¡f\e~es!,MpnieipalC9£1e.. Demolition and conntrction would

not' ocèu't '~n S~~days' and'all fec~l' ii~liclYs. Therefore, they would not occur during
recgniz sleep hours for residences. Mitigation Measures 1 i - i though i i -6 would reduce the

potential noise impacts associated with, development under the proposed project to less-than
significant levels. Therefore, the contribution of the proposed project to the potential

cumulative constrction impact would also not be cumulative considerable regarding a

substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project.

'j
J,

. '..1

With respect to Option B, Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed
strctures within the project site. Therefore, the same amount and tys of construction
equipment would be needed. Simiar to the proposed project, Option B would implement
Mitigation Measures i i - i through i 1-6. Consequently, the cumulative construction noise
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,- ','-'--. ",".. ~-. . ~

..

. :impact.of()tion,;B would be. reduce, to' a less.:thn-:signficant' level. In addition,' the proposed
,c', land: us~fu.nderOption~B;and :the;.propoed project would ,be sinlar; 'TherefoTe;thé' same typ

',:.((d .an1Qunt':Qf..ise¡,~nei;atig,activities, ,wouudocur under, Option B as the proposed project.
. ,A$ iSllim.1tne;icwnulative ;operatiomittoise \\rnactassociate, with Option B ,and' the relate

prmec.. ls also ,,Kptoo'to' be less th significant. ' '.
..~::" ~'.~_ ~.;-¡i~ .... ..~ "'_~~"'. . :", J . ". ~ ~'.ff.:

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING

i...... :. .; . -. - '¡", .;~ . .~.
~o~t~,t,e_\,proj~t,. ~d~~;~llJ?~a~wp~tiongrowt., in an~ea, either directly (for
.exxple,.,by prnwsI-g ue~,hqn:e&j,~d JJ1finessee)",()r iidirecly" (for. exaple" 'through

'. ..,., '..~eeiQ~ orr~¡Øs ~;øQQ~r,w~ìnnctu~?, ' ". .. .~7 : ( . .7'\,' .' .. - '," '.' ...... - . '. ':. /P .' '.... '" '....... .'. . ~ _,'

'~.._' ....~...,: ~.~.:.',~~;.-.it i":'-; ":;';-':i""L'¡":~'~' ~~~.:H~r:~..:!',:.~':...i.:~":"_:~_':' :'.: :~,.:".¡...(' .... :j .'.;....'....; :'_. . .' :.:-,~'.:.
, Asigiificáiit:~actiiY' occur if a'project were to locate new development such as homes,

'busints~es or lnfasttcture" with.,tht;effect of ,i;ubstalltially jnclucing growt that would,'.. :":". .'.',,'-' ~ :.'~" "'i~". _' "-'._.' !., ..1.._.;.. ......~.... _..~'. ,_.. .'. ...... .'__ .' -..-......
,?theny,tS~,p:ot have occ~.rrtda,~,rapidly,orin as gr~at àtrgnitude.

a)

I;.:

"0''-''

'~Propo;iddpròjéct "
'. ". \ .' :' ~ .. .... . ,.:'~

'.' --~:.' --,

:':1; ;, í ~.;

;- ."

Les;'11hå'~gnfiCát ImPPC'Ü~'ASpàriof Its commrelìbnsîve plalmngprOcss for the

Southèrn,;Califurtà - régiori;: tlè.,Shuthern Cålìfòria Association' of Govemm.eiits "(StAG) has

divided its'jurisdictidn intb'lW'sllbregioôs; The projècf~iteis locted within the City of Los

Angeles subregion, which includes all areas within the boundaries of die City o(Los Angeles.
In 200, the City of Lqa Angeles Subregion had an estimated permnent population of

appröximatëly'_J,7tï;969pèrs6I1"~~l~pp'r()~mätely '1,2?6,578househokis.33 By the year

~2010;'SCA:Gforecstsaniri~¡-ea'~et04,09c~i25 persons, an 1l percent iòcrease,and 1,372,873

residences, a 7.5 per 'cnt inc¡'eas~~ '/' Jd .'

.'.,.,'J':

The City' of Los AiigeleSprovides populatiònand housing gfowth estirrtes for each
. CoiIunìiy' Piánalèâ~witt'ihé"CitY/iÍ1CludiÌ1gtlíe fuiiiiiityof South Los Angeles. In

200, the estimated population Iii''Sóûüí-'w's · Angèies: wasapproxiiltely '200',218,rclching an

eS"t., ima, .' .,te. ' ..,' 2' 70,,2.,8,_,1,.. by 2~_3,:34,. T,~,.,,"~,' e.x, .~ecte, popui~t, ion for. South Lo, s Angeles in 2010 is
. - .' . . "-0' ,_, ";- _ 0' .... --.

292,39(35 . This' translates' to' an tÍcrease of 32,17 6 persons or a 12 percent increase from the" .J:;- ".- 1 ~ -_ - . _ 'J~.. ~
200 population estiite. '

,'£",'

33 SCAG Forecast 200, this is the most current forecas adopted by SCAG.

34 Los Angles Departme of City Planning, Statistical Informtion, website: http://dtyp/annng./acity.org,

October 15, 200.

35 City of Los Angeles, SOUlh Central Los Angeles Commity Pla, August 6, 1997, page 11-2.
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. ,

.. JVitt constrctionof,theptöpos(xl'project,. approxitely 979 County.employee would be. .
,:relocted-fromAóur : ,Los Angeles . County Departnts'locte in' Inglewood;: LÐ-s: Aneles,
Hawtorne/and úlSegundo Jothe project site;~ In addition, approximtely. 10 'percent, or 98. , .
new eniloyee,l would bbxhired:to work at the,próject'site. ,However~ theipropoSedpmject has
the potential to house up to 1,200 employee. Therefore,'for'a conservative:aöalysis, it is
assumed that 1,200 employee would be relocted and/or hired to work at the project site.

~:;rr.. "'.

~. , . .' .'

,

As the project sit is locted relatively close to the four loctions of the Los An.geles County

. - , ;'Departnts meritióriecâbovê?the 'chårig6 iri cdriutedistanèês for'thê i~2OÖ: erríóytes wouÌll

'be"relatìvely ," miòi?'ârid would"ccnot'netsitau( dd~f these employ~ mbve'lleW' place of
residence to the South Los Angeles commllîty5Iii addition;' å'portionof thel,200éÏÏloyee

may already reside ln the South Los Angeles Community and have no nee to relocate... ;~r".. :"-:". :"".~~~:'_ ," :'. ".: ..'....-" :,~. i;' ..:,1 ..~.:'" ". '; : ..' . :-:'-":- "-'..,f:-~ ,-' :.:. '.: ..." "'. ~'.." ..... '_ :;: ~:_ ." ,
Hòwevét;':foracôrierl~tì~è'aÌílýsiš; it íS äSsiled'-tht aifi,200 eirloyeewôilldbe new to
the South Los AngeleS'èOiIunity;whichtepresentS approxIIrunely 3.7 percent ofthe overall

population growth expected to occur in South Los Angeles between 200 and 2010. This is not, ,
considered to be a substantial' increase in population for the area because the 

addition of the

1,2QqerrlOytes is, w:it; me ,Çity's P9PGlationprojec;tion for South,ws Angeles.As siich,
,th,e ,P9Pii~fi9~ _g,owt~oci~te ~itt ;tte pr()1?osed'ppaj~t.ha~ already, been, a~ticip'ated and

plaD.~~oriniHr Sout Cena-íil,_l.& : AnKeles 
Çoinilllnnty Plan. Therefore, a J.ess-than-

significantimêlct wo~I~,.occur.

.... . .':' - .." ,"
In addition: coIltrctto(af'thèpropoSt project would re~ult in increased eniployment

opportIitles-'in th~ Cüritrêtiontièld,wÌÌch Could potenthdly result in increa8e permanent

populationaIid demand fo~housing in tte ~icinity ~f ,the pro~ect site. However, the
employment pattern of consction workers in Southern California is such tht constrction
workers would not likely, to any signficant degree, 

relocate their households asa consequence'. . " : ~ '.' . ,. , . .' '. ..- .'. .
,:qf the,(:~çt¡oae?WtqY;ent ass()cjatep~ttÌ. th,t pral)osee project. The cQnsruction industry

, ..' .~iffer'-~fr9~"in~t9tl~r in~~~stCQr~ ,nn ~veral ..,aj(S:," . '-.
· ':TGerb is nô'ì-égui;i pi~ce,d~f~~r~.'¿IImiction work~rs regularly commute to job sites

. that charrgé rrny tIIes over the course ofa year. Their someti~es lengthy daily
commutes are facilitated by the off-peak starting and . ending times of the typical
constrction workday.

36 E-mal correspondence with Stephen Reinstein, Senior Vice-President, ¡CO Developmet, October 18, 200.
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"." '" r '.'-f",'~"-_'" 'C,'-,.-' .' ._ ..~ -_._,

. Many constrction workers are highly spializ (e.g., crane 'operators, 'steeiworkers,
rrsons, etc~) andmovefrQm job site to job site as dictated by the derrnd for their~;:skHls. ',' .

...":'.: ¡ ~ . ¡, / '",:. ::"H:.;:, : "_ ;, \_. ~ l ~'-J_: '-'." .' C-.,:. :.; i .; ~:"\'.' .~

. . j~~:' :'::./'~'~;~;'.; rlle w9rk Æ~quir~iint-oL most Constrction 'projects areålso highy 'specialize.
¿Worke.rs-remain:at,ajob site onlyÆor the time .frame in 'which thèir-specific skils are. - .
"neetdto,complete a paricular..pha of 

the construction process; .

....:,..

.... ...:'j:

~ , .

:. !. '.' ~ ,. . ,- -~ ; ;.
TÌÌerefore, it is not likeIy tht constrction workers would relocate thtIrplace o(restQt:nce as a
consequence of working on the proposed project. Since constrction workers would not

relocte to the project area, . such workers would not increase population' or ;ll.\sIqg beyond

forecsts, and no indirect population growt would ocur associated with constrction workers

êilloýed:at thepr-ójecfsite.'d' d ,i" ;,'"
':1~:'~' ~~íÚ; . ," .,' ~ ~ :.-'. ..' ....

With reepeçtto,tndirectp()púlationgro.wt, ,the årea surrounding-the project site is already
developed. The only inftrctre associated with the development of the proposed project

would serve only the projec site and, therefore, would not indirectly iriduce' 'substatial

. J?pulation growt.
! ;., "-"'::",

i/OptionB'

.Les,Tba SignficatImpact., Compared-to the ,proposed project, 
Option B would only differ

nÏnAheoriRntationof the pi;oposed,strctures within the same project 'site, Therefore, the land
uses undc¡;, Qption ,aaIld the. proposedprojectwpuld .be simiar. As 8uCll¡- 'development of

Option B would result in the relocation and hiring of up to 1,200 employees from four County

Departents located in Inglewood, Los Angeles; Hawthorne andEISegündO. For a
conservative analysis, it is assumed that the 1,200 employeeswoiildbe'new to'theSouth Los
Angeles, community, which" represents ,approximtely 3.7 pel-cent of the over~ii. ~opulation

':r;:r'gto~'expectci 'to óccurin South Los Aiigeles betw~ii' 200 äiiØ 2010. This~"~ot:c?nsidered
.r 'd_,:,_" ..- -.;~t_~.-,"""'.'_ ;,,'. :,.- .:-",.,_ _'__';-,~_~_:";';:':::' . '_, _:....,: __;:',' _:_.:.~, ,':, ".;':":': "' ,_ ,:. "......',,,,...' ...:..;..'...

'," "to be':í"substantiálincreàse lñ'pòpulátion'Jor 'the area beUse theatldition of me 1,200. - - .:' " . . '- '.' . ~ '"". ':-" -:' ..... - ':".'. - -' , ~ - ,,"; ..- : , . ' : . . ~ .' '..", -. -.!
employees is within the City's 'popúlåtíôn projection: "for' South LosARgeles.' -As'Such, the
population growth associated with Option B has already been anticipated and planned for in the

South Central Los Angeles Community Plan. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would

ocur. Consequently, the same impact would occur under Option B as the proposed project.

..

(b) WoUld the pròjCêt diplace substantial nuubers of exiting housing, necessitatig the
conStruction of replacement IIousingelewhere?

A significant impact may occur if a project .results in displacement of a substantial number of

existing housing units, necssitating construction of replacement housing elsewhere.
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. . 'P__'~'" _"0

'" ,Pr(JposedProject,., ".

.;-'.( ;;-~. :~.:..
. . .~ ~ ~ : .., .,'~ - ~ .' t' ," . ,,;.! .f -.: ~. ~: :~ ; y '. , (_.' ~" , .

~. .- ,

Potentialy Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. The projecsl~.,cuITently ha two

iiulti-famiy residential buidìgs, with, a combined total of 21 cine bcdroomdwellng units.

With jIIlementatiQnof '.the,proposed. pfQject,th~s~ oomplclí buildings would be demolished,

displacing the 2i~unitsandjts ...~ residents37;o~, causItg ,apotentíaUy significant imact.

However, with;- the implementation ,of rulesand-Tegulations forreloctil1g displace persons as

stated in the Redevelopment Plan for the project area, the impact would be reduce.toa less-

thii-significant levCl:'
.j'

~ : . ''');. .C

MióMtÌon M~ùre" . , ~". '.-,:,","! :;¿ '" ~f~i"..-n: , .

":.:':_J" ~",~..)~:t~":.n1~~';~ "....., . :¡ ".,",:.y. ::'~...~J.,:..,.. (J';'1::i.,~~'.):, ~:'-..;'-:' ':.~~'~.:~l(; . '.\/ "~~j'.,/" :: ..

12-1 The project applicat would imlement the rules and regulationnfp'l'the;(elQCtion of
displace occupants, as stted' in§405 of the Redevelopment Plan for the

VermontiManchesteliRecvery Redev.elopmentPF()jec,adoptedcMayJ4, 1'996.
. ."~ .

". ~F('.:.~'~ . ".-:

. ., Opi(orrn . ";,"("
.:.! ,..,

.~ . ¡"-"

. .

Potentialy' Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. Simiar to the proposed projec,

under Option B all existIIg strctures on the project site would be demolished,. ,including the

two multi-family residence. As a result, the existing 21 dwellng units would be raze,
causIIigapotenfially ~ignificanimpact. Therefore; OptionB would be requirooto .I1lement
Mitigation Measure:l2~1,!,which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significänt leveL.

,Consequently, option Band the;prøposed;pr0jootwould have a sIrlar impact.'

(c) Would th,e pmjeCt ddphice s~bstatial nUlbersof peple, necessitatig the COIl. truction of- .. .
repl~reeent housing, elsewhere?. ". _.. . - .

i"t;

. -:.; ,. : -, , , . . : .:. . '~.'~ '- : ; .' '. , ~. : " ",' .' ,', ~ .' . - . . - .-

A significant imPact may ocCur ,if â'projeet r~sults ii the removal ()f (( sU~f¡~nti((t n,umer of
"':"".' -,.1" "," C',", "':',!"..'.'.""'_:.".:__.-..' ,:",:- :.~.~,:.~t~:"., .',: :"-.,:.", ," .':..: . ,_. i ,'; ~'.

'tXis'tfug ocçupiedhou'siìig ~rits, thêi:e6y _çipl~cing a substantial number ofpeople :which would
ri~~sícii~thè coritt~ib~.oh~pla~~~t h~~i~g¡etse~h~r~. '. '.."". '. " .

. ~~ ~

Propo$ed Project
) ".

37 Diirin1! the ~re-oaration of the ReLOcation Plan. Del Richardson & Associates couned 66 indviduas residin1!

in the 21 dwelln1!units. not 21 individuals aslJreviou.lv stated.çu'~'''ØliNy,thc,21 W'its t8 lIe dcmis.'w.llle
~~h'oClied bY80C pe.;'søn.'d&fr~e: c Nl1 c8-"~~sp~~e,withSfcphØlRens/cin, Sem8l' Hce, P-æitlRi, .. -,",...... . '."" .- - .
iea lJevel8fmcnt, ja,lUry 18, 2005.

JS The average nblJ1cr af person fJe~ h8/ie!W1å iii LO Angeks CalN.t (2004) W6S 2.96. At this 1'te the 21

W'its /8 he tkmolishcw8uld typiC811yheue iippr8ximßlY 62 perS81'.
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I

j

.:. -~,. -~. - ...... ~....-.

Pot-tialy Signficat Unless"Mitigation Incrprated. The cprojectsitecuITently has two

multi-family residential buildings; with a combined totaLofl,21,:one'b~äroomdwe1IiiR units.

With imlementation of the proposed projec, th complex would be demolished, displacing the

, 21~ùfiits'and,'its21 66tesidêiitS;;iè~i1:iSiti '~põreI1tíaI1f~''ifÎCaii(¥ïàce!9~'díídwéver; with the

j implêrlntàtíon'.; of . Mitigatiòri jM66sUUe i2:.i, 'the' iiàêt . would 'He '. redu&d to 'd å' less-than-

significant leveL' ' . ' , ;'c ¡
i ,'.

i

I

J

;¡'

I

I

Option B
::'.. .' ie (.,:: _ . . . ,.: 0 . ~

P9tentialy:Sjgnficat.UnlessJ~1itigatiolÌ Incorprated. . ',' Sirrihir10 'the proposed project,
under Option, B ,all. existing' strctures-,on theprojecLsite cwould' be demolished, including the

two multi-family residence. As a result, the ~6resideits':resídingHhthedweHing units
,would be displaced, causing a potentially signficant imact. Therefore, Option B would be

."'.. ".i- I: :
required to -implementMitigationMeaurè12a, whicbwould reduce this imact to a less-than-
signi.f~nt l~y~i. ""ithllpteipent.tiQlfgf thsjtitigatioii.-iit¿sJ.n~, QptioJJ B andJheprûposed
project w.~ul~ have.a sii:ar.imàct~ : .. ~.

-"':' , -~";~
. ';:"

Cumulative Impacts
. ~,-.

Les Than"SignficanJ ~mpct. ,', Of the 27 drelate" prOj~tS'18dåre teside~tialprojectS that
would dirëCtly add p()pUlation to SCAG's City of Lo. ,'s Aö,gyles Subregion. , These 18 related.. -. '.
projects would provide a tqi:l of 629dwel1iigmiits. AtaIlaYerâg~ household siZe of 2.96

persons, these 18 relate projects could,beexpecte toaddtåpprmdrrtely 1,862 residents to the. . . "., ."
City of Los Angeles' Subregion.u-Whend~e'proposedpr()j~t'(which woulddernolish 21
dwellng UlÛts) is com~iñ~~with theieláted~projectilere~ould be a net gain of 608 dwellng
units. The 66 disDlaceresidents would berelocattd to the Amistad Plaza apartment comolex

in the 'South Los ,Anl!elescommunitv., and,.therefore. W11ile it is HÍÍWB to '.vllre the 21

residems of the l"rojee(~'s'21àwenjjuiitfnvoud ultirtelyrelqpate, the most oonservative. . _ . ; ~ i . _ ," , . '. , .
'estimate is' tòassume: tlÏCthëf Would alreriiii iiith~,qty;af l-ôs' Ai(geles Subregion.
. _ _ '_ .' '_..'. ',..~-..~_ ." ...., .. _t.. __.._..~ -~., '. '.'_ '. "-~-""''''-'--''_'~'~_''''_''.:-'''' ... _...._ ~...~.'. .~...- ." .:.....

,ThereforcCoÖseaueÌÌtfv,including. titpropùse .eroject, ,::!the~ß!!ín1JlatIye ii1Jmtéi: of new.". ,'. . '. .- '. . - . , - . . ",
'residents In the City of Los Angeles Subregion would be 1,862petsons,although the housing

sto(;kwould be reduced by 21 "units.

SCAG projec a pOPiilatioi)growth öf 378,156 residents in the City Of Los Angeles Subregion
between the years2,aiid 2010. The cumulative totaL resident population (i.e., 1,862)

contributed by the proposed project in cQmbination with the related projects would account for

0.5 percent ofthis projected increase. Should aU of the residents ofIhe project site remain in

39 lbid.
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City of Los Angeles Commty Redeelopme Agency
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. :'\~ .

the. ,City QfLa, Angeles SUbregiGJ1~Tthe -,proposäiprojec't: would ¡'have no . impact on the
Subregiøn's,future.püulation.:, r.:" ".,~ :,.;i';¡¡¡, " i,.p,

.,~
.. ,': ' ~:'"_.
-. J..- ,." .::. 't-':',;:.t-: :.~;., ~! -...' . '" '.¿,;::'''." , . : :: ~ i -:' ;:i.¡ ':!,'. ,,'

stAßP~Q)ec~ j~.'~?~~~nP~ Rt';?P.~7.Q? u,njttioJ:he .Qty,9fLos Angele§: Sub--~gion between

the year~.~9Q, ¡md.29 lQ., T~~:Hmr~lapvellet total ,.pul1ber,.Qf,resiclences,(i.e", 6QS)¡contributed

by the proposed project in corrirition with the relate projects wouldaçcuntforq.6 percent
of this projected increase.

Based on the above, the cumulative population and housing imact would not induce substantial

. growtthaChanot ali:eády .been,accuntedriorin- regional 
'growt projections. .' Therefore, the

,çul1ulativei:act would:not be,signfieantJand,the"project's incremental cøñtributioh'would not

,:""".,l)cumuiatively'considenibie:...,:, '-.'¡,~! ,;:,~". ,,:

-

" ,

-

2
4
5
8

9
)0
11

12
14

15
16

17
18

1'9'
" 20

23" :
25
27

) -: ~:~ ~ ~ ;. . . .j'.';. ...... . ~ ¡. ';' i-:' __l .'~ .
;

,;

. J
..'. ;',

;;. .'j:ii.T,~itry~:i2,,: ';, .
, e.deumattv~ ,Po.pUla.tton, Grøwtl,, c :

,.

-

Apartent 1
Condomiui 90 '
senior Hous . 207

" ::':" "Sill~JFáá\\/¡'\":' ¡,¡'iT:, ï ~
;'Cdndmitf~ .",' 2

,.Copdnnniwn' j,,;;',,:2
CouØQ,mnjm:, ,..2., .
Sili1iíê~F~,~1~.y ~ . "1

Ábarteiit j,' 1;"2 :u.
'SiuidbJp,jiililv' ': .""'2~::

,AppIIeoo, ,'.;" ,,," ¡ pt..
$iii~ie-F;'~!iý '., ..41,

CollniUÖ 1
"æOO'htriiî~"" ;~r . ,'''' ",' "'2" '.' ':T

Àpaï:wèntç-;.il ,,' ::.,,;:~ii4,i
", "",'Ap.al'tY);ê"" ;,:~;~J;6:";

Anartt:nt ",~ : 6.6. "..'
eoiiminitt 163'

,..". ...

2.96
2.96
2.Q6 "

. '2.96""
"-'2:96

2.96,
" 2;96,

.2.96
2:96
2'.96

'.. .,".. '. 2.96
,2..96

:2.96
" c':i:96 "

"2l9tt.,
'..'2.96:' '.,'

2~96

2.96
Related Projects Tota
Propoed Project Tota

, ",. " .. ,-,' -' .,: " ," '., CuriuÎâtlveTocir
"Çiiy of Los Angeles; South CeeiaJLosAngeles'Conu Pki. March 22. 200 jia'ge 1l.2~ ' "

:':'. .-', - . :, ' . . '. .... '. -' ',': ',.' j ¡ : , . '. -:.' ':.. . \ ',,:' ~ '.. ~ ",'.. , ; I " .' ., " J " _ '. . _ '. . _ .~ - -- - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- ~ - --~ - -- --- ---- - ---
r'Tr~1~5~f'~'::'~'t:0'~ ~~t.~\-;':F,;;-.,~"'Tj!W~,-_':--;~"-i~~ :~J~:':i:~::"~~:1;:~~~$~;;~;T ~~J4~~~r~rJ~;:'-:7~~;¡,~ :~~rJ
r-~iit~1,-F~;K:,;:%:)r' -:;-';¡, ::;~ "",, f:rf ~'',y:"1. '-. ;, '" ''',,:. ~; ,4 7.y:ttf(t::\: "J ¡';~f-i~Y.t¿"'''~8T'.~1tp.:¡6;~?i8 k( '~.,tt#-' ¡:'':+';:,'i;""¡
b2_Ä~,,14'~~~~5~~lUi4::~;~~JW~~1~'~~~~~7~.1~~-?i~~~~~~~"b..Et~¡ùä4Al~~~~~~#.Y~~

"

.;

..

.. .

- "

'~ .

.

..

..

,',b Róuned 10 nearest whole nuffr,

',...'

,,'

"", ..:¡e,~,"i.96 '
266
613

.... '2.96

, 5;92
$.92
.5.9~
2,96
5.92
$:92

,71.04
J2L~6

8.&8

5.92
lf~84

.. Wii.~6

"'. J~5.,,;36

,. ~82.48
ì~861. 72

o
:,' Í~86i.72

.,'

. '.ì
~ . I

. ~

I

."

"

'.

..

"

,

.j

','

Manchester Vemwnt Village

Final Initial Stuy
iv. EnvironmntaL Impct Analysis

Page IV-lOO



:: .-,..., .
ÇÇty of Los Angeles Commty Redelopmet Agency ,March 2005

i
i

!

,13.;"".;"PUBLIGSERVlCES ,
I

i

I~.':~ ~,' t.~-:~J ;,. .., . - ~ :. . - , , I ~ ': ,

,
,,
,

.,

á) ",~'Y0ul~.tll~;P(pjec !~~ult ip. sabstattß;. a.ttytrsenttysicc.)nnpacts assocated with the

proViion' of new or physicay altered governent facities, nee for new or physicay
altered governenta facilities, the construction of which 'could cause"Jii'gnficat
envionmenta impacts, in order to mata acceptable servce' ratios, response times or

..; ¡'øtheFperlòrlee objeètivefor any of the'föllowiiiPublic serVce:

~ .' -' The following'public;services analysis is basecupön input provided by variouS public agencies.
A copy of the letters received from these various public agertccescan .be found as Appendix H

to this Initil Study.
~Yt . ,,:.; L ~.~!;~:

:j

j
.;

Fire protection?

L
i
)

.,..;!

A significant imact may occur if a project created the nee for new or physically altered fire, '.
:, 'ptootiön facilties, the constrctionofwhich could cause siggficaIit enviroIìental iiiacts.

,,". , .

1

j

Proposed Project
...

.. ..

.'

~si1llian:Signficat lmpact. The proposed project is' approximtely 0.36 mies from Fire
Station No. 57, locate at 7800 S. Vermont Avenue. Fire Station No. 57 is a Single Engine
Company with a paramedic rescue ambulance and a staff of 7.40 . The station is also the
heädq'uårtëtsbf Battlion 13. Oter fire ståtionstht mîght respond to the project site are Fire

Station No. 33, located at646 S. Main Street and FireStaIioIi No. 64, located at 118 W. 108dd

Street. For commercial projects, the maximum response distance is 0.75 miles from an LAFD" ' ", .. ,
Engine Company and 1.6 mie from an LAFD Truck Company. Therefore, the project site is
loçateçwithin the Rreferred response disnce.. ,-,' " ._.',,'

j
As deteriêd hy the LAFD, the overáll fire flow req~irement for the proposed project is

_, "J ; Ji,QO gp~ ffÇ)ln"foar fire hydrants flowil1gt)imültaneotlly.; Basedpp.,apreliminarysurvey of:::1.: .:'.! ;,õ,;--;.l.L,:,.: f,.' ~:~...,;:. ~~_,,~.t;....:: ;.',1,." .. . ..-.. . ._.. '_' _. ,~.,. .- . " _ _ ..'

water infrastructure surrounding the project site,LADWP, anticipates that it can provide
suffcient domestic water supply and fire flow to accommodate the proposed project. 41

The LAFD has determined that the existing staff and equipment would be adequate to serve the

proposed project, therefore, the construction or expansion of a new fire station is not

40 ' 'Leiter cottespdnderrt, Alfed Hernndez. Assistant Fire Marshal, City of Los' Angeles' Fire DefXrtment,

Septembr 9, 200.

4/ Phone conversation with Joe Porras, Engineer, Harbor District Squm, Los Angeles Department of Water and

Power; NlJvember 30, 200.
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required.42 As such, a less-thn-significant impact would occur arid nö:mitigation mesures are

required. Neverteless, the folloWing stndard mitigation' measures are recmmended by the
, " ,.j"LÁFD;tÓreducethedeilnd,fÓii fuéproteío'tYserlicesgenbrâtt bythepróPosed project.

'."--, .;j¡ "tt~~_~ i'.. ,-:.~';~t '~'~;'\. .~.~t.~?~::~ . ~~':::. ~-.~.' .:,.:.,
l:: .-~.; r. ~,:.:

.h" .rMitiiiiion Measures. "'- , '

..., -
13- i. The proP9s~proj~t.~Mii :compJ;y,,~ith all¡:pplicable State.aiid ,10Ç(l ,cpdes, ordinance

and guidelines as set fort in the Fire Protection and Fire Preveiition Plan, as well as

y the,;Safety PlaIi"both)of which are elementS of the General Plan of the City of Los

Angeles, ,c.p.CHrlt)8. ~.

".,:'.

..

.'

13-2. Accs for LAD appartu and personnel.to and into all strctre shall be required.

. .' :.:" . "~:" ,

13-3. DUring demolition, LAD's accss wil remain clear and unobstrcted.
-." ..; " ". '".- "

J3-4. .:ff9b,''Uding,or port,i9fl ofee .bu~dig~hall be, C(qst~çted more ~thn.15aJeet from' the
edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road or designted fire lane.

13-5. Fire lane width shal not be less thn 20 feet. When a fire lane must accommodate the

opetatioao.fan.LLD aer'¡aUadderapp~ratu or where fire .hydrantsare'jnstalled, those
portionsshall nofbe les thn 28 feet. in width.

13-6. Where atXess f~r a giveIl, devel~piient ;rtquires ,accolIation, of Fire Department.,' -. ." ..- . .
apparatus, oYerh~pcleraßctshall -npt be less thn 14feet.

"

13-7.
. , "." .

Adequate pubrícån~ 'pi:ivare fie nydrants shall be required.

13-8.
. .

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed 'rrre than 300 feet from an
approved ffre hydrant. Distance shall be computed along path of travel...,. .r' ),.Ò; .',',' ..... . ,-'. .' "., . _ ,'. .'.

'13-9, ' :: A.nflrequired'titè hydraiitst& .be instll1ed'sñåll ()e :f'ull y op'Chltiônal åiid ac6eptec by the

tAFn'pllör tá'aÍÍy,'buiïdingCCnstriæon. "

13- 10. Submit plot plans for LAFD approval of access and ffre hydrants.

Option B

Les.TIISignffcat Impact.. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ
in the orientation of the proposed stctures within the project site. The dimensions, gross/net

41 Phone conversation with Inspector Whte, City of Los Angeles Fire Department, December 17, 200.
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i.

i

i

"buildingsquareflò\rarea;~ndJand'-uses uner Option B would.bethesame as those of the

; ¡, hr:. ,.,proposed ,projecLi, ,a'herefore,.,the~same:number' ~.of'employeeand same' (lemand, for fire
,. protetion.s(:l-ices ,generate: under ~the ;proposed pTojectw.puld,be as'Süèiated ¡ wittOption B.

, As a,:reult,-IlQ' new ot,-expanded'fif.e:fSttioDS'--woridlJ.neeë(fto:serve'uptionB:and a less-
than~significantjmp.actwould occur,;, .'iNon€theless, "siial"t()'~' the"pmposed'projecì;' Option B

would also implement Mitigation Measures 13-1 though 13-10. Consequently~the imact
upon fire protection service under Option B ~O~ld be sirar to the proposed project.

~; .

..

, , Cumulative. Impacts., ¡ .

i

.1

.-.' ',-.. , .

.1 '
¡

j

Les ThanSigificat I~~ct~,. The W?,posed l)foject,,~nC?mbiaation with tte, relar~ projects

(see. Tablt¡ IY-f1). would increase the demand fort;n;tproteion:se~lce in the project area.

'; S~inc~.~y, there~ould., ~ in~reas~ ~e~ndd: for additiowwl,J-AFQ: ~ff~g~equipl1ent, and
facilties over time. This nee wo,uia,be,~n((ee,yia exj,stingmecha~,s,i; (e;g;o" prop~l1y taxes,

government funding, and developer fee), to which the proposed project and related projects
would contribute. However, at pres~ntthe~e'are' no specific plans to build a new fire station,

the construction of which CCnld. caus~ &iggtt~nt ~nvlronneptal~~cts. Nevertheless, simar
to the, proposed project,each'Qf the¿reiittepröjects wptti-"be . iidividaalI;Y~~bj~tJ:;tõ~LÄfD. - - - ,- - . - - - -, ::. ': :. ": ; .. _.' - - , - .. . -'.::,. - . .~
'review" :and would,be 'required, tocörrly' with all,' ap,pliCäblefií'é~f~n',dreqnireIi~II~:¡':et;the

LAFD and the City of Los Angeles in order to adequately rrtigatetire protection;im--çç~¡ ,.:On
this basis, it is expeted thatcumulative impaçç on fire protetion woUld'be'lêS's:ttnsignificant. "... ~

i-
i

¡

.-~ 1" ~

With respect to Option B, as 
Qption B wolild only differ in "the otientationof the pf,óB()sed

structures within the projec site. . Therefore, the demand for fir~ protetion service tllt:.wQuld
be generated under 

Option B would be similar to the proposed project. AS'such,tlle"cûm.Ulative
. . ';7,...' _ .

fire protection impact associated with Option Band the related projects is alsO: e:,~ëd';to: be
less thn significant.

Police protectiop.J

A significant impact may occur' if a project created, the nee for new or physically altered police
facilties, the construction of which could cause significant-environmental impacts; in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objective.

Proposed Projea

Les Than Signficat Impact. The Los Angeles Police Departent (LAP D) measures

demand for services based upon residential population. The project site would be served by the

17it Street Community Police Station, located at 760 South Broadway. The 17it Street Area
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'.

,.coversappr:pxImtely 11.9 square:an.les;~ As?of:September,14, 20, 'there were :396 sworn
.,~pplice:Øffcers; bowevevthere:.s :adequate, capacity in the police ,sttion'to ,stfhtn additional 30

¡'~iro40,offcers~4j,:"W:iii:a ,population- ofda9;OO9;: the'offCepto. personratiofor'th"e 77dt Street
: ,areaL is,,: lø.ffcer'; per' .4 71,personS. 'Cul!entlý; ;:the77dtCOl1unity Police ,Station :Îs understaffed

¡aIId,cannot,meetitherdesired; Jevel oÍ-p6lice 'protection service generated by' the surrounding
commiinity.45 ,"..,. "

i_ ~

;. ~. .. ;l';.' ".
-:'r r'

f'

, .
The propose project is located within Reporting Distict (RD) 1266 RD, which is defined by

the following boundaries: 79dt Street to the nort, Manchester' Avenue to the south, the
Vermont Avenue to the west, arid Broadway to theeast.46 Table IV-13 below, provides 2003

Yi'icrllestâtisõcSI.fof'RD'i266,die 77dtJStt&t"Aeå and: ciiyitIe. lri2O?!;ihtcnme'iate for the

':";€itý otlßs'Angeleswalf~41 'críî'~'për l;OO"personS,wiìile the 77iJ: Area reporWä61 crimes '

, "pêr' t;OO persoII:47'PteddîniÍitt trimés fur tte projeêt"area'for '2003' Were aggraväred assaults,

'vehicle theft~ bùigg'ãry frònr~éhicle/ ââd'str'ett:'roBbëry. " ,

.~ ~..

.,.1 i:" ,:',

,; .' ,'" ,,'. TablèIV1î3
;:2003 crieS 6y liePòi1lllfDiStriêt óf Occurrence

.
"

;.. .~'. ,"
: H J

J

,.... '249.
99.,

, ,81

24

: ';1

: 38""

l,ll3
223.

938
474
69
90

. 3,230

1,011
682
419

'. 5,262 .
;15;288 .
4,355
1O,Q92

5,510
517

1,207
, 30,486

28,192
13,322
11,902

¡

I
. J',~;~ 1'5 .", 'f"

.',
"
,

\
..oJ

. 43 . Los Angeles Police Departnt, COT1ity Map: 77th, wesite: http://ww.lapd.org, OCtoberi(200.

44 ": W~ttencorrespondence wih Jose', A~ COrrea, Sergeant, Los Angeles Police Department: Pkznnng and

Research Division, ' October 18,200.'

45 Ibid.

46 Phone conversation with Jose A. Correa, Sergea, Los Angeles Police Department: Planning and Research

Division" October 22, 200.

47 Facsimile 
correspondence with Jose A. Correa, Sergean, Los Angeles Police Department: Planning and

Research Division, OCtober 27, 200.

, '
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TheftfronnPersn, ..', .',.'"',, .0. .,' 37:: " ""950
j: Snntcb. " . ' ..: ".0", " " ".', 16. .,' 348Òther Theft "., 38 966 21,743Bicycle Theft 0 1. 139

:'::"VélldéTheft ,. c,''';, -.. ,-:,. t07" ..".'r'" 2,Öõ'- "33,401Buno"., " ,0 .,,' ,,-".1)".:, .. N,'" -135Tota. 809 11;628 183,749
a AIl,ssaaisiiCLl.iiorl1ion;isbàstd l!T,, 2~ :l:P seeçed Crimes,an A1iempsby &porting Disiricifrom the

Police Arresi and Crime Mangemenn lriormion System 2 Report.

." -'., .--¡."
"

"

,,';
, ": ~ -. ~ . .'..,....

."

As discussed above, the existing, crÍQl1te .ii. the 771b Street .,Area is above the citywide
",": ,"",,:::,., ". ..'. ",L'J -.:" ..'i-" ,~:'," :...'," ; , .~; ", .;.j':-~hl';~'~'' :.-.3 ':,.':,,-£.,... ..... ¡.:".'.L" ':: ,"," ':

average'.. H~wev~r, tt, c~rrent ave,fage 'r~ppns~Jïm tç_~n e~I'g~a.cy.c~U withn RD 1266 is
' ", - _ -: . ' . .' : .;.: . i .' _' -'_ ':. .. .. ..... _;:.;,~': : ) _.' ; ..", .:. .: \...." j.i: ". . ,. - .." . .".. . ...., ",

.' 5.9 Ïrutes, whiêh meetS the Deparnt'sprefeITed ,response ti of seven minutes. .
. " :':: ,.,.:..::' ":', "i: ~:',:~--:"r~~.'.: .~..-; ": '~":"~-~'_:'~ .:,:;:':'.'..,::~' ',:.:;.'.' -'./'n'~ '.. ,""~,~ .' ., ,:::.:";f . '.' .....:, .

Implementation of the "ptdpOs&& . projeCt' woUUdf~tiif 'tn'âii' increase' of site visitors and

eInloyee with~e Pi'jec'site;thétêby'genetâ:tin:àPÓteïi~íàI' îîtrèaSC'ih! the' level. ~f service

callsfronithè projeêt šiú;; Reeponses'tò theft,:vellcl'é b\Ír.gIaí:ì~!damageto venicÍes, traffc-

, relatediiiCiiiéntS, .'and ccifes 'agaiii pètsôii cwöiid be aiitiCipiltê. tÓ;siightly increase as a result

of the increase' íí oii"site;~á'ctìvity and -Incréasoo' traffc 'òn adJå¿:ó.Ùtieets and arterials.

'.' ",)1(" .
The LAPD's resources are strained by a chronic shonageof unifofIl1edoffcers, a situation that

may not improve in the foreseeble future. Accrdingly, theLAPÐ 
hås suggested that

additiona calls for police services to the project site wQul~ ,I1ast liiely negatively impact the: ", "" .'c' .,,' '." !' ',,,, ,_, ;"f, ',"
nib street .P~lice Station's abil~ to proviqe pt.liee 'serVia:,,~ndemergency responses.48

However,theLAPD'did not indicate that any new' policefacilÜés' '~~ulØ ~required or were

otherwise anticipate i~: connection witt"thepr~pos~~~QAe.~:;¡9!.;~tte;, the' .LAPD's concern

related to safetY stems fromtle current understfffng of~~,f1,r)),:"Safety~ncerns are social
issues rather thn physical environmental imact. Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines
prQyigeS.!tJi, ;s9fial .~ff~P¡Rt;¡a,.PrQj~"snalL:n9tl)p~~tr~~;~S: slggtiççnt effects on the

enyir()wwnt,... Assach, .safety;con~rnare ;n()t ~dcr~s~ja(th~ eiwiro.nental analysis.
Therefore, as no physicallII, act totheenY~.ronment ,isanticipated,due.tQythe development of

, ','_. -

the proposed project, a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Nonetheless, the proposed project does include crime prevention design features to help reduce

the proposed ,project's demand for, police serv,ices..:' These crime preveiitiotrdesign features are:

48 Written ,corrspondence with Jose A.Correa, Sergean, Los Angeles Police Department: Planning and

Research Divisipn, Qccober 18, 200.

49 Ibid.
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'-.' .'.-.... _h__

-'

· Boilìthe Offce bÏÏildIIgand the -pai"kig stcture woulCC be provided with loW level

.' : security Jighting~ with, ä~,ditiona_lightig at, building and parkig, lot entthêbsl éXits.

f .. .... -A. .key-cnl based-acctts pontrolsystem would-be utiliz, to allöw Sepafatëandseure
." .~~loYeeenttnce IIt6thè'offCC building and parking strcture. . . '

....:.::,

.. Asecurity/mfónntionbooddwould;be pròvided in 
the lobby oftheoffce búilding.. . .. , .

", .~

,-"~.. The Collnty of Los' Angeles wouldprovìde eighno 10 security staff to pätfol 'the project

site consisting of Count offcers and contract guards.

nn~ proposed projec Would ~ì~6 hb' subjeêtOÜPD review, and would bêleq~iied 'to 

comply
'with'âll àpImcabIe':såfety reqJirtiintiroi;ilé ._LAlD aad,~e City nf ~s "ÅÅg~í~ i~ order to
adequattiýád&èSspdIicê-p¡otectiónS'eriiice ~dé'ìnds. ' (naddition to theSe crime prevention

design features, the mitigatioa ~~sures t)low are recnuended to ensure, 

tht the, .LAPD is. -'. ". ".', . "., '. ..... '-.
.able to maintain acccptal)le service t-at-oS-1reePonse tÎIes aRd other performnce. 

objectives of
'II~.WD. ',.: cTh~~ _~tiéa?? '~~~res. ~~e, ÌÌot r~,uired; under CEQA _t)~~e, , as discussed

. aboveithe p¡;op(sed Pr9jtÇt~ould.not crea.tethenee fornew or expanCCedpolice.facilties...,.; .,~.i':'.~.",~;-. ; ".;~ ,,'. -'. .' '-',~.è'':....;;_",';.'-'" " .. ;..' '.l ..:_....... ':. ""~' .
- .However, it is'.rtXC?rn~ded, ,to furrer red~cethe demand of policcpr()tectioii services

generate by the proposedprojeet.' '.. " ' .

. ¡

I

i
.'j

"

...,.

, M.itil7~tion Measures , ,
,:..

..,:,';

. . '. .
'13-11. Iîî the eveht ihi'the .proposed project plans or anticipates any occasion which would- - .~ . : . "". .: -

reqùÎrea tiííiqùë request for police .seryices, the occupants of the off~ building (i.e.,

'the County of Lo~''Angeees) shaIInoiify the771t Street Conìunity Police Station, in
'. . : , . :. -" -' ..- , :',,:. 1- ':;" ,_:':' ,'". ,.: '_ . .' . '..
'~~der.to ,'better e?a~le the' 'Police 'óffcers to 'respond to the project site and the
. 'surròúnding 'Cóinnit: .

I
,

.!

". ò' ~ i

, . ~'i.- . _' ~. .,..... : .' ~ .'" .

.1
i

::".:;
"-1342~;Fløt'PlanS; includiigilightinifaricHandseaping'information, shairbesubÎntteet6 the Los

"" ;':".;Angeles'PÕlite:Depamnent ClIinePrevèiition UIiitfor review: Recömiendaiions from
"'. . 

'the LAPD would be' incorporated into the projèct design.

Option B

" I~s Than Signficat ImpacLCompaFed:to the proposed project, OptionBwould only differ
in the orientation of the proposed strctures within the project site. The dimensions, gross/net

,)~tlilding square tloorareaand land uses under OptionB would be the same as those of die
proposed project. Therefore, the same number of employees and same demand for police
protection services generated under the proposed project would be associated with Option B.

. As a result, no new or expanded police stations would be neeed to serve Option B and a less-
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.:than"..signfictmt impact: would ocur ~ " Nonetheless; simar to the proposed project, Option B
.,.....,,~.;,i:/(:wouidd also "ììlemeiit Mitigation Meas1re: 13-L1:'.;' â:msequendy; 'the . impact' upon police
"". ;", i;proteionservice:underi;OptìonB would' be,sìmilar 19. the proposed projec. '

,","- ".,
:J~:, ..~~o. ":_1. 't-~ ._.-: ,,,.":". .~:;::~ L: q';,.~

;" j ~ 'j; , ;çuntd~tiYr-fpacts " n.' ., ,';'! "'Les Thäh'Signïïi~tÍniPact. ':Thep~op~s~ proj'ë~t,ii combination ,with ttt related projects

. .' """, ',;; .,,",,; ,'., ..",;L,. . ..'::, ':: ,':, ",' ",' :':' " ,:.', ",," , ' .
",, "" "~see,1:anle )V-21),. wo~iaincr~s;~tte de~nd for pO,l,i~ pr0teitio~seivice. I~ ~e absence of
.,." " acòÍÍcúITente~ânslòiiòf currenLièveíSo'f LAPÚ 'personIIeÍ,equipment and facilities, the
~;~:'.':;~.-~".:'- -'- .' ..',- ,':',\ .:" ;"S"1:-: ...'-':'. -. :,....1 _~~.-: ....;.,: . .":. ". :", ~; . ";":-,,." _ ,":" .,,'. .

increased dènìîid for poÍiCe proteçion,' sel.ices. c(mld result, in a reduction in ,services, a

';:'i~rigièningof r~Pòícg tïhhs';'årid ~d~q~tefåêiÙdeS7 'II c åd~ition; ~~ LAPD :has indicate

tht existing amount of LAPD personnel is not consirleredLadequate to support' the' LAPD's

.'.,'" H')l~~ tW,?ngql;nit~~,sRutb ,Cetrl Lqs NNga!t;area..)Ipwever, ctt~;latiye impaçts are not
"e:wtt tP.rrse, t(a leV~I,Qf s;gntiçance as diicussed ))low.;

'~;,...- ~-",,'-"'~'.~ ".,~'1."""', '". .'~'_-.:~,.'...:....', .:.:l..... .,_,' _.'.." ..

. J.j":.:'.~; : .. ......, ':-:,'-'.',~ '.""""";, ;"- \:'.-j ,,".~~, :~':~'- ,', i"¡:." .._..¡.:-~:,) "'. .' :.. ":. : _ '". .,: ..r~-;;: ..;':..'

AS iiiScusst( abOve, tlè. number 'öt'poÍiCè ()ffcer~dn ~e LAPD ~s decre~seØ in the ,area while
' .. r.;, " '. ':' _ ," . _ _ , . ,'.:. _' c '. ,. ;; '::'~:,' , '.' ..... '_ ' : :. ~ ,-..., " _: '". . ",~. " . .' ",' ..' . _ _ _.;. '. ,:. ," _ : . " :"' . ~ ..' "
'.'. 'nô"poiiêe saations'ÍÍyé aôsciL" ~,suc~, tì~. 71iJ Stteetêommunity Poltce,Stationhas capacity

.,-,'..,'.... .',:..:',' -::...:~:)..~:": "; .;" .:;(:-:....,_:.'.~i;.'~;; ~..,:!: ',' '.J;,. ':." "!... :....:, ,-: .:': ,;._..'~:.:". . .". .
to accòirdåtè 30 to 4O~dditiôrri police nffcers. Th~refore, ,the LAPD has facilties in the

:; "'i.""'~-'~-.l:' :~_'; " "::1'::, '~:'''.,:::'' -- ¡.,':',' P"',::.~; ::,: ,-;_,:~; :';:L...-.c.. . .' " .'. _' . . ¡:' .

. South' Cêntral' Los ÅrigeleS :area, thi wou\dhave suffclent 'capacity to acçmmod~te. additional

"policeôff¿~~s~ëcss~ry ~o' ip~rivide,,~Ú~t p~~t~ti~n 'š~~ice tothep~()i?'~~'i)fôject and
; 

related pi~Jects witÌóûith~neè òr ~iicting anadditiorul police státion. " 'Jherefore,
¿1ÍfurtÙÜveInpactSwoúld b~dléssthnsiggficant ~d the project's incre~ental corit~ibution to

;,~t~act~¿uId n?t~~_:~~~~iati~elypohsiderable: '.', ,..

;. ~ ' .

.\ .~":" - ;

...

.¡..,

With respect to Option B, as Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed
strctures wittn the pro.ject site. Therefore,. t~e demand for police protection seryices that,:.", .-' ::.. :_~. ~ , ,'".., -,' - - ;: -t'. ' ~"_ ., _': -' _' _ f : " ::. r : '~'ì' :, _,; ., '. . . . . . _ , . ...

"wóiildd~ generåted üriderbptìoIl)3~Olildbe similar to 'the proposed project..Assuch, the;,i"_ 'fu~iilativ~fpriliçè prdtectí~ri kpad,';;~s~iate(f with Option e and the related projëëts is also
':...ii;:.,~.,...:~, -~'~3.'~"'1"'_' .;-:.-. ,~¡ 1~'~,': ..... .. " ':-,i': \.';~ ~i:'.' " '., - " f _ _.
..' ",'" ", , "''ekpêètètlto 'bë lesstlnsígnîttcan(,.' "
(:.1 :r)~~:!':_~~i,PF;:"::_:, ('.j '.:~:'~ ,;':';~':' ~.f .~:r. ;.-(~ (;.~;.( _I . f ~''-':~ '... ,.:."

..

¡.xi,;' ~., SChôó1s? .: ~;.: --"-'
.' ,~,:~",::;-.." ':~ .:~.-:,.-~

1:

A significant imact may occur if a project created the need for new or physically altered
school facilties, the constrction of which could cause significant environmental impacts.

Proposed Project

Les Tha Signficat Impact. The proposed project, a commercial development, wil not
direc~ly add school-aged population to area schools. Foremost, the project does not provide

new housing. Consequently, the project would not be expected to generate any material in-
migration of people seeking new employment opportnities.
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. As,stated it Section U(a); theJ,200employee to be 
relocted to the South centrah:ömmunity

':are nøtlikely~to rtlte~their: place of residence. As :such, the majority (if the'CIlloyees'
children would : cotinue 'attntting the' ,sehoøl&''n whièh:ctty'are cun:ently entolled;' However,
employee. generate by the propoed' projec whose children attend Los Angeles Unified
School Distict (LAUSD) schools, may petition under the LAUSD's '''oped 'ellt6IIOirit" policy
to have their children attend LAUSD scllools away from their place of resideace, In p,articular,

fuè' LAUSDåheriti¡''~'\liiOW ~¿h óPèri eÏÏdllmènt~o~gh~íš~~r tle":parent's place of
ï .:. , . - '. .... .. '. _ . . . _ ':. . . ~ ~ ,.' .' ' : ~ ".." .' ,- ,- r . ,::. _ . ._ , ' '.':"" : ." ,_' _.; ..'.' einloymnt~' where school' êapaCityis dèëmed adequate. " However ~ the LAUSD n.kes the
:_ - ;. . . _ .~ .." ,_'_ ~ . . :r_ : ~'_ : ','; . " . _' . f . '." - . . . ..." " ! ¡" '.:' ," .'- _ _ '_;. : ~rrnài determnaï:roii?n w~eter~r'nD.t t,he)'~~~ccptstudentst1ouKh d-eir open enrollment

; -,'-' - , - ~,.' - -' . : . " -' ", - j - - ',' ,." -', -. ~. -~ - ' . . '. . ,- . - ',' . - . .

p6licy, arid woúld riot aCcpt a' sttdeìì if ìt would adverselyaf'eèt the provision .of,adequate. , -"', . ...., ,-. . " . ..;,' :,' '. ; .' " ~ - . ~.':. .. . . . " .: . . . . - '. :.,' :
., , . .educaûorul sérviceimmfschool.' .,. " .' ",..,,-,,.., .,

~¡ ~'~~jj(:~.:r~.i~ "_;£ ~':'....";;:-..~.:..~;: ;¡.l...:.'~:.:..;i~.:~,:~) ,~,;-; ~_.!~ :.~!~;... : p ~ t-;" . '

.. '

. :.'1'

-( ...

In'additiOti;',åêCiding t6'Stäte láwtA£~';t49 arid AB'207i)~':pãrënts may:eieët toemoll their

children in public school di~icts\vbós8bolÌndâries'enCømpàss the;parent's:plåce' of work,

rather thn the parent's ,place of resideqçe, aqn requires the school district to GP~,ider such

"~PPiiêatlòßS:.jo""As tlie"~~(oy~"t?:,~d~eeoßted t~ tìi~~-dp~ojéc~ site",o~ld6e'~~ng from
'óffce tôèaj~diri tle"êiies :()( Häwt9~e' and Inglewood, .itll possippe that some of the

emplnyeë~ '\J~~id ti iö;ir~~fJr 't4ell 'ciidr~ñ to' an'.LAûšl)~ila~l. TbêJn.terdi~ict trnsfer
.' _,';_:'~"" ':'."'-';' ."'_" '-'. -,' ~___:, '",: ";,.L:",.;,'q~:';_~.. J'':,:,i..;,_; ..'r" .'. : ',' , :';:~. '. .:'._.... .:-.:.... .
programapplies tò 1fdergartiltböug~ mi4d1é schOoI~i.e~, ~des K.8) students. "Sending"

".kndUf~i''i~g;;'schooIS~y reius'es11~h,tr~fers, ~~ever,~o~nds for such refusa)s include
: :. ¡ .: :..' '. ' : :, ... ; - ' '. .~ .'. I -' . _ ,... .' . .! . . ' . . _ ' '. .' .

" fiidiigs-ttt ~è, 'ieqûestedtr~~fer W()u1:d.'be to a, sch~()l: ~~strictthat: is()p~r¡#llg at full

'. capacity~' would-ïiegarivelyiiiact a district's desgregatio~ 'pian or tht the addiÎionål cost of
P,.~,' -~~ ' ., .";_ .... .:.: ;-: ;': ..' .'. , .....'" :.'

educating a student would exced the" amôunt of additiorul 'state aid received' as " a result of thetransfer. 51, !,¡

... ~;

, . . ~ :

Ás eståblished in the State' of CalifòrniaÖ(Ý~rr~nt Code 'Sec'ton65595" to al~i~~e school
'. . '..' - ,-' -'. ,-:. i ,. ' . ., . , . . .' '. ~. _, .'.
overcro:Wding within the LAUSD.serVicê'ar:eä developers are required to påy$O."34 per square

tÓÓîofriew ~IT~rCi~I deve10prrent arid' $O:b9 ve~ squ~~e' foot ~f ii~w:~a~kirrg' ,structure
'.-,::. ,.'~,:.'"..'. .'~ -~-;: -:"_...)'. ., '.! ..: '_'.,i .\.-.,.: -~.~

development within the boundaries of the LAUSÓ~-'''Payinentoftlk fee is ronsidered to

constitute full and complete mitigation of school impacts associated with the prqpQse, project.
Therefore, project imacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant leveL.

~ " Los Angales Unjfied School District School Facilities Fee Pla, Recht Hausrath& Associates, Februl)' 22,

1996.

51 Califomia Education Code, Section 48204(1.
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. City pf Los Angeles Commty Redelopme Agency . March 2005
':..-.-. ~'-""-' .

Option B

,", ..,~)J1ha SignficatImpact. .Compared to theproposepi:oject,(Dtion Bwøuldonly differ

t'¿; ,;-;,.:In:tbe,ofient1;onof. dde;proposed.Stctres'within, tte,project.site; HI'he'dìmel1ionsi gross/net
building square floor area and land uses under Option B woul.d be the same .as Jhose of the
proposed project. Therefore, the same number of employee and same demand for school
service Jgtnerated uiider:theproposedproject wotild bé asSoiated with Òption B. As such, no

new or expanded schools would ~ n~ed .under Option B anp, ales~~thn-significant impact

would occur. NoììeeheleSs~' SiÌlat to t1eproposci project, 'ëjtïöô Bw"Ould pay the applicable

LAUSD fees~ . SS~equently,the imp~t 11pon school services ul14er ()tion B.would be simlar
to the proposed project.

~' . . ./. . -..:'

Cumulative impacts

....-.j

~ . .," :. .' .." ';".-' .' ". Y.." . . ..,. -'., " . - " ~ . . " ~. ,-
Les Tha Signficat Impact. There are 27 related projects in the vicinity of the projeCt site

(see Table IV:,~fl);iAs;Æscussed abnve~ a .min.imal aaoUUtof,LAttSp,snndents are expected to
be generated by the proposed projec; however, with development of the relate projects an
jncreaseindeIUUd'foLschool service is expeced'to occur. Neveiteless, the"applicants of the

. 'related residential- pr.ojects ,wDuldbe required to.pay,a,schooLfee¡to'the' LAUSD.to help reduce

any~ impacts .the related.projects may.have-on school service. ". Asistatediprev.:iously ,payment of
,this-'fee constitutes full and',cornletemitigatiøn of the incr€mental"S~hool'imactsassociated

with each related pmj€€t." Therefore, with payment of these fees,..cumulative impacts upon
school services would be reduce to a less-than-significant level, and the project's incremental
contribution would not be considered cumulatively considerable

With"respect to Option'B, as Option B would' --iiy' differ' in' the "oríëhtå'tidli of the 'proposed
strcnnres withii the project site. Therefore, the demand for school serVice~ tht would be

.'gëneratedunder; Optibii:n would'be siinar to theproposoo'proj&i ' Assucht'tht'ctimulative
scho(Wimpact 'associatCd will Option; B"and therëlatèd pruj&ff)'is alsoeJtßet&ftÖ"be less than

"significanL"", '" " ",',~-

Parks?

.:.

A significant impact may occur if a project included substantial employment or population
growth that could generate demands for public park facilties tht exce the capacity of the

park departent responsible for serving the project site.
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.'. ,~- ': .. .. ".. -,. .,' .

Proposed Project

" .; -: .,,;:::~. Than SSgnfiQÌt Impact. TlleÆDllowing'.parks Of" TecreatÎonal 'areas ar~,;iOOted within a
i. " 'IWo:mie radiusofthe:pr.oj~t¡site: and, therefore, : 

would provide park' servicè ¡to'thë 'proposed

project:S2 , , . "". " '. " ; , ." . . .. ;. .
.:~.~ ';' ,~C:' '~-, "f,:;

· Mt..;Carmel Park and; Recreation Center, located. at .830, W ..70dd, Street '
.' " '" :.-: - :. -, :. ;-.; . _:.,' :,) ," ~ ~.;' ,- " - . . . :', , .' . '. , '- .: '..' , ' . . - '. .' .

. . ,. ~1 '". .'."
Freemont 'I~doOr Pool, lócat: ~t'7630S. Towne Avenue

' '.....~ '.. : .....:.,.-/ ...¿ '; ,; :....: :,'::.: it" '.::',~' 'ti..~¡.:' .' '. ';;".":¡., .
. , . ,." '-; ',. -, '7'",' .' .": "-"- "~ -.: -" , _ .. -'_ .. ': ,"' , -," -" - .... . : _' - . ""'_ -SCÀ.ndrews ReêtèåtioiiCtntèr:; lOcte" af870 r St:' ÀÀClrews Plare.. .;';" ." ".

." ~; ',:' :,. ¡~ , '.' ~~:.

· Green Medaows Recreation Center, locted at 431 E. 89ddStreet
.. '.;, : ~ (.! l' ... .;., :t . -.- :

. Algin Sutton Reereation Center, locte4.~t 8~ S. H;??ve~,~,tr~et

. , . " '.' . . . Y' .'. -, 'Jessèiôw6nk 'CouhtyPark~:locàtedat'96:;;¡' S ;Westeii A vemie'
. ' ¡~., . . .,", tou,"'.:.'

,Emplo,y.ee'ofçômnercial sites ,are not likely: to recreate at,parks:dliring worki'hOUts, as they

:are;more lik~YHJO"lle¡parksnearc~tteir~()me, durig'non~wQrk'hours~:" ,fa any.'case, park

. ,facilties ,are.. ,av.ailable.. in .;.the' 'area.to.. satisfy.. th miiml: 
demand generated " byreloctéd

employee' s',oftbe iproposedprojec, and .,nonew ior. expanded park facilties, would" nee to be

constructed.,.1(herefore, ,a less-thn-signficant impact would ocur,.

,'-r_"i_'i;:,

Option B
..'

:.LeS TJJ,Si~ficat.I~~ct..Co11ared to the, pi:aposed projeçt.,::OptioP.;.~W04Id only differ
'.in the' ori~mati~n:()fthe proH~sed stctues.withn the.project site~ Th(t diiensio,Il,' gross/net. . - -. . . .
buiJdip&, squart flQQrarea.an4 laad. uses, nI1er,Optipp It \ypuldbe: the ,same;.as::tJose of the

.":\" '"-"-,'.' :......:.. --'' ,..-:.....,.,'.:._,..." ,.." .. '.' ...".... .' ' .

:propp::sti,prpj~t.",. TherefQre~ ' t,he..~ID,niib.et,Qf ,el1Joyee" an4saine. ,demmiid'" for parks
;:: ':". '~~ ~'.-"'-..,.-'-~-'~~-, ',"';"~.' ~.t .(:.;:,'I~,"~'~-:-L' ,.',::~.::-~: ',:~,'J' ".d~~¥' '..~. .-'.." I'; ,- "_,"'." '~.H' ~-"'''' ,'_..,J .',_ _'~' __, .

serviCe genèratedunder the prQposed project would be associated with Opti9nJ~;,~As such, no' .
" new or expanded park or recreational facilties would be neeed to serve Option B and a less-
than-significant impact would occur. Consequently, the imact upon park services under

Option B would be similar to the proposed project.

.':-,r

52 City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation an Park, Center Locator, website:
http://gis.lacity.org/recandparklrecandpark.htm, October 18, 200.
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. City of úJs Angeles Commty Redevelopme Agency ':'.",'
March 2()5

Cualative Impacts: ' ." ", . '.,.. ....;'.~~.~.::;,~ ....:: '¡,' .:, :.,J-!', ~ ..j,: .'. .'.:"

. Les ~ Signqmt!Jmmmtt.there, art 27,relcu:e4 prQjects in the; Yi~inty of :the, project site. , ' _-:'. .' ,'- ,'. :, ,.\.r;_ . ,'',:1.,' ,. '. ~ _, _ ~ '. _~ ',.' -,.',,~, . _, .'". " .
.(seeTablt'IV-ii). .i:~e'~th~,;prp.~ ,;.pr;ojetwould',not be.,expeted .to.IncreaseJusageof; . ...-' r . . . . .' r . '.-! .) '_; .' ,".. .' _' '.'_ _ ~ .' ~ . '. ~,' . , .. . '. , ' ' .

public"parks, ,the,:re~identlaJ relate, projee åVqUU" .dresulL-in an increase in, permnenLresidents~ .- -.. ,',.' . ,,-" -, -" . - ." - .
resldingin tle'pwjeèt area~,. ,Tiielncr!¿.s~ ,in:reside~t~al pOViilation,by ,the'relate,.pr9jects in,the.: ,",'.' ,"-. . ... ,.- . --. "...
. vicinity. ofthepJ.oj~wa.\llçl;'in the :~p~¥: ofiit~tioll,l(,werthe City's,existing. parkland to'.. ". "_.,
pqpulation Tatio,w;p.ch~;;ç~rr~~tlY;,l:~,19W.,th~~ pref~rredstandard. Howev~r" through the~ . '. "'. .
payment of the Qubýfæs,which :.woutdbe, used to purchase additionalpa.rkland space,
potentially impacts upon parks generated by the residential related projects would be reduce to
.aiess:-thn-signñcant leveL "Therefore:;with.payment,ofthese fees by the residential related
iprojeêts~ cumulativê'-impact wquld be leSs thn :significant;

':-' -~; ,; , . ": - '. ~ '.~_..~ j:';5:~:, .

Witt, n$pet taOpttOiiB..,;IS OPtjan R.)~VÓlllØ',only,díffet in. the orientation of thepröposed"-,'.' '. '... , : ~ .' "-_ ._0:.: " '. . ..~, . , J....- ....,¡' '.' ,~,.. . " .' .
str~tureswithin,th~)?rojC?t si;~~;.'.. tlÍ~r¡;fåIe,;t:ederrnd Jor~ park servic~s that. would be
.generate under QptioJ;'B WCl"i~:JJ~.s,iarjq the proposed project. ,As, suçh,the . cumulative, : . - . -' , ' ,:, ., - " . ~ ... .. '.' . . ..c" ,...' , .' .' '.. _ ." A
,parks imactas~oclatt :\im Opt,~onJl and.tbed rtlaùX, 'projects'is also expected to' be less than

siggffcant. 'd " ....
,.,.,

Other public facitt'e?

A significant impact may ocur: if a pr~ject~reates substantial employment or population

growt that could generate a demand for. other public facilties (such as libraries); which would
exce the capacity available toservt,the proj~t site, necessitating 

a new or physically altered
library, the consction of which would havesignifçant physical imacts on the environment.

Proposed Project

Les Th SignficatI:pact. Accotdiig totled Citywide General Plan Framework, libraries
iuthêcityoflls ArigèleS"Ìiv~:tdséWicèatea o--\Vo miles.53 Therefore, the project site would

be served by the Mark Twain Branch Library and Ascot Branch Library.
'. . . ',' . '"

The Mark Twain' BranclÎ Li1:Î-ry,' vÆ.lthis .. locate at 9621 S. Figueroa Street, would be the

primary library to serve the project site. It opened in December 2002 and is approximately
9,900 square feet, servingapopulatiIï"'pf 5~,OO individuals with a staff ofseven.S4 TheMark

53 City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles 
Cityde Geta Plim Framework Draft Environmennal Impact Report,

January 19, 1995, Figure £-1, page 2.13-8.

54 Writter. Correspondence, Rona Bern, Library 
Facilities Director, Los Angeles Public library, September 7.

200.
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City. of Los Angeles Commty Redelopme Agency , March 2005

Twain Branch Library currently mets the demand for library servicesdn the'pFdject'area. ss As

part of Propoiton DD, which was passed by Los Aneles voters in 1998 to imrove, renovate,
",;: - "eXpâid Md~toÌitrêt32 brå''ch libraìes,anéw ASt Brnnth¡tibrary\väsCómpletee in April
c'.' '-"!';:-2:.5;"Thé iii,500'sqûåre'fòoTSfaèiliYbs:a cn-hent' serVice'pöp'~latiÖri (jf:43J~.;S1'A library

'.;;;:'., .'.,~ with 'iO~500' squre "'féet~èà ' aecridåte"'R shvicê pdpulation of 35,001 to. 50,00
-, "'lndividûals:~TherefdIèi;the Astot Branch 'Lbrary mmts and' exces the eStablished ratio of

, . .,.' "populât1ôii';tó library'squåré: fdotàgê', 'asdeterÍtíédb"y ile Citywide' Genêtåi piáin:;ramework.

· . As súth, the AscOt Brancb'.Library 'is' 'adequaæly meeting' the déìnrtds' of' thesuÌTounding, "...' , .':, -'59"":''-': '~, ".;' :";'commumty; " '
,:' ~ ::.. ~ ~ '. 'J . . ,.-.¡.' :.~::~~. ~~-':.::~' -:.~;~/' . , ....'

.. 'since. . the ptopôsed' projec doe: .ft-involve -aoy.'réSidential' housifig, development of the

proposed' projec would not rest' in'any signfitai1tpopulation.increase~ "'which would; generate

a large increae in the demand for library service. Neverteless, the project does not include a

library'fòi"CoûI'i, lemployeesåiid, 'c:o~eqúéíítÌy ;"thep~ojêct Would. dgeneratesome 'de,"Inlld for

,: library scrvièe. The MiirktwàiÎÎ Branch tibiåry alone would not 
he able to aCcIidate the

"dee~iid :geiieráted by the proposéd projèCt; 6ó, H:owevdf~i asth¿ project sitt is' also within the

"~èrti&atci'bf-' thêAscoiBtanch"Übraryi faCiliy, 'ttë'ccirbinédseNice" öf the' tWo ,'libraries
would be able to accmmodate the miniml demand generated by the proposed project.
Becuse the proposed project would not require the constrcti()pof, ne\V or expansion of
existing libraries, the proposed project's imact would be less thaii significant;

,; \,,"

,,,.;

.;.,'

.,j of

55 Written Correspondence,Rona Bern, Senior Mangement Analyst I, Los Angeles PtilicLibrary: library

Facilities Division, Septembr 7, 200.
:~. ."., 'wf ~ ."'-,:. " ... ,-, "

56Lcs,:1ng~rtfJ)1ftlic!,.y~~41~, Loçattn" & Hows, i-eb~ire:, 1ftpd/ww,lapl~erg!qbout/B()rrUpdae.pd

, November 1,200. '

57 Phone 'conve1"gn withRoria Bern, Seor Mangement Analysr I,; Los Angeles Public Library: library

Facilties DiViSion, Noveiiiber 1, 200. '

S8 ,,'City 
of Los Angi!les; LosAttg"eles Citywide General Plan FrCCork EIR, page 2.13-2, Janury 19, 1995.

S9 Phone conversaton withRona Bern, Senior Mangeme1J Analyst I, Los Angeles Pulic Library: library

Facilities Division, November 1, 20.

ro ,Phone con'lu:sation'with Rona Bern, Senior Mangemenn Analyst I, Los Angeles Public LibralY: library

Facilties Division, November 1, 200.
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City óf Los Angeles Commty Redevelopme Agency March 2005
,-. -0-" .

":'

\

Option B

"

,

LesT.ha Signficatlinpact~ 'Comparedte the proposed project, Option B would oììy differ
· ~,.in .dde Qn~nttioDoof.the propoed stcturçs withn th project site. The dimensions; gross/net

building square floor area and land uses under Option B would be the same as .those of the
proposed project. Therefore, the same number of employee and same demand for library
'services generated under the proposed project would be associated with Option' B. As such, no
-'Oewor expanded libraries would be neeed to serve Option B and a less-than-significant imact
would occur. Coiiequeiiy, the impact. upori libraries under Option B would' be simlar to the
proposed project.

~.

Cumultive Impact
.', . ;. '~-'" , "1".-. ~ .. . . - , - . .'

Les ThaSiggflcaîif IIPact. 'There' are 27 related projects in the viCinity of the' project site
: (seeTabi¿--V-21);: OHhe'21 relate projects, 18 of.the relatooprojects, Nos. 2, 5, 8-12, 14-
20~ 23,25 ând 27, WdUläåddiesidentstotneptoject aiea,whichcould incfeasethe demand, ,
upoîî libnfi' service;"¡ In" 'general, '11e employees gènerated by tbè commerCial related projects

ate generally not likelY-to 'patroni libraries during working hours, as they are more likely to
'use 'libråties :near theÍr' homes' during' non-work hours. As such, the 18 residentÍal related

projects would add 629 residences to the project area, gènerating approximately 2,202
residents.61 Since the proposed project is commercial in nature, no residents would be
generated and the employees workig at the project site would not generally use the libraries in
the project ar~., As, sllCh, the proposed project and 18 related projects wowdgenerate..; . .-. ..: .._. I' '.
approxirrtely,2,202 residentt in: nee of library services. The 18 related projects would be
,served by, th sa~.1ibraries as the project site, Mark Twain and Ascot. As the Ascot Branch
Libr¡¡ry has tpe Flpacity toserve approxitely 6,90 iire residents (50,00-43,100), the
combined linpiry servi,ce provided by these two libraries would be adequate to accommodate

the" a4CCit,tOI1 de~n4, generateby, the, proposed project and related projects. Therefore, a

l~s_s-th~-~i£.Jt1Gan,tè,lwulatiye imact, would occur.
.j. .;-' _."" . /\ ~ .~"-' "_".'..' i . .".- ,"'. '. .

With respect to OptionB, as' öpti~h B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed

~tr,uctures ,withi~,.tteprojectsite. Therefore, the demand for library services that would be
gentrated under 

QpÜOI1 B would be .sin:lar to the proposed project. As such, the cumulative
.- -~'; ." -.\.. -. '. -' ,"

libraries imact associated with Option B and the related projects is also expected to be less
thn significant.,

61 (629 residences x 3.5 persons per dwellng Ult) = 2, 202 persons. According to the South Central Los Angeles

Commty. Plan, the estimate of persons per dwellng Ult by 2010 will be 3.5. City of Los Angeles, South
Central Los Angeles Commity Plan, March 20. 200, page 11-2.
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£ity ofLofjAngeles Comniity Redelopme Agency , March 2()5

14. RECREATION
, ,

~) :-,;; 'iiW"otJl~tJ~!proj~ iIcFe3e,,theuse ,of'extinneighborhòo,andiregonal.'parks'or other
,;: ,ire-eüo~l'facities such"tht snbstæti :physkal deterioration of the facity would ocr

,', 'or:JJeacçd,erated?""., , ,,"', , .
, , ~ ~ , . , ' .. ..,

:..;,-

! "'~ sig~ficantInaçtway, 0Æur, tf¡¡ ,project inctupes sul)stantial, employyent or population

:gro';: ~LC(uld J~~erate:4t,wands for publi(: park:faciltiesthat.eK~tbe capacity of
: 'yX;éPJ: parks and ~ca't.&e Pfen.ttre4C?t~ri())alion. pf' the . park, f4;cilties.

.:;

Proposed Project \

. il

.: .: i. ! ~. ,'. i ;;i:: ~. ,
,Les Than Signficat ImPact. As discussed in Section 13 (ParIe), the area . serving the

¡ ¡;, ,;, p--pj~J ,site,~, f1l~qtly:eJCP,n~~cillg.aparklêlHØ ,acreage p~r: qqpit:~~~ffclt(ncy. ': HO\yever, sin~
. '" ,."theprop,?sed project iSJ::ommertial in naipn~, po ,penn~mentresidents would.be generated that
. - ;.- .'. .... . . ", '. ". .' , .-- - 1 .,; ,.' .., .

\;, ;:.,) w()pl~.,~til1~: tte pa*'a.n~,recr~tionaJacAia~iatte¡proj~t area.As such" the proposed
prpject WOttld not oyerburd.en $e Los,~les..~pamPent :of,ParkSand Recreation (LADPR). ;;-' .,.. '. .: .. : ~. - , ;. '. . '. l . . ~ -, - , ...;_. _ _ '. ' . _ ~ ,', ,_ ._ ." ,_. l , .. _ . _ . _ _. _ .

',sy,s:t,ecff, 'fhiçh.,CQpl~ ~~rea.se,tbe,'ratt,()r,4~t.eriqration,experience ay the park and recreational
tacilti~in ,the ar;ea "Ther~for~" tbe, inact :ppon, maintenance: of park and recreational. facilties
would beJ~s-ttn7si~fîcant.

...-.".

I

¡.',

ÔptionB'

" ....1kSs-TllSigôficii ImPact. COmpared to' thepropdsed project, Option B 'would only differ.... . . . .
. . 'in the örÌen.futiorf of the proposêd strucmres within .the project site. Thediinensions,gross/net

"bl.ildinn;ísquarefloor . äî.ea and land usesuiider Option B would bé the same as those of the

'propdsêd 'project' 'Therefore, the same IIuiir of employee 'ándsamedemand for park

"'servicegenerate 'under the proposed project would be associated with 
Option H. As such, no

,;'iìtw or èxpändedpâtk;anccr~ieatiorulfa:ciItìeš wóuiclhé neeed to ~êì.véÖpiión B and a less'"

thn-signfica imact would occur: ':"Cò~equérily, the 'iiI~èt upöiipa.tk: arid recreational
facil~ties under Option B woul~ be simlar to the proposed project.

" ¡

.:i
~. \

. i
i

b) DO .théproject incItldëreereational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
,,' :recreätiona' fácities which migbthave an adverse physica effect on the envirónrent?

,A significant imact may occur if a project includes the construction or expansion' of park

facilties and such constrction would have a significant adverse effect on the environment.

; '-.1
i.".:,'-
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"I
j

, propnsedproject.
;':-.¡..... ': ~..:;. ~ : .. ." -'''::,: .... - .....

--I
, i

.J

No Impact. The proposed prQject~nvolyes_the cons.ction of an offcebuildipg .wjth 4,00
square feet of restaurant/retail space. These uses do not tyically generate demand for
recreational facilties. The proposed child care'; center :Would provide-its'own recreatíon

facilties, withiii the 6,00 square foot facilty and its 7,500 Square-foot outdoor play area.
Therèfdrê;',riøil1pact wmild . ocur .

.~~.

, ¡

'.;1,

;-;.

'u .:....

.,.',DptÜm B è" ."

¡

r
~,)

"

r

),

No Impact. Compared to the proposed project, OptionB would only differ in the orientation

" ~f~~ pr()~seds~c~res;~ttt.:~e project site. Thetèfore,theproppsed laIid':uses under
.. "'f9ption.Ikwouldbe'thesame:as,th~se'9f the proposed project~ As'such,'sirnlarIo tteproposed

prnjectd:)ption -B,does notinclucJe theconstrctionior ,expaIiion of recreatiooal:faciHtîés and no

imact would occur. Consequently, th imact under Option B would, be simlar to the
, ",' :pmposed-'prbject.

:'1

-J

, , " .!......

,°1
I

J

Cuulative Impacts

,
!!
)

Les Th Signficat Impact. There are 27 related projects in the vicinty of thepróject site,
one of which involves the consction of a youth center, Related Project No. 24, and one of
which involves theconstrctiooofacommlioitý recreation center~Related Project'Nö'. 26 (see
Figure fV-9 aildTable IV-21).While the proposed project would notbeexpecied 'to increase
iisagëof public pàrks, the residentiaI relate projects would result in an incr¿ase in permnent

. residents :res-iding in the, project area.' The increase in residential population bY the related
projects. in the vicinity of the project would, in the absence of mitigation, lower - the City's
existing parkland to population ratio, which is currently below their prefèrtedstandard.

ì
'I'

.!

,:¡
I

.j.,

However, the residential relate projects would be required 
to pay QuÎÎy fees. With payment

of these Quimby fee to' purchase additional parldand, ,the proPOe,,pr~jef.tand residential
, related projeets would not overburden the LADPR sýstem, vvllicllcoufd' increase the rate of

deterioration experience by the park and recreational facilties in the area. In addition, the
constrction of Related Projects No. 24 and No. 26 would increase the amount of recreational
facilties in the project vicinity, further easing the burden on the LAÐPR system. With
payment of the Quimby fees by the related projects, cumulative imacts upon the maintenance

of park and recreational facilties would be less than significant.

Ii

, i

,
!

:"1 With respect to Option B, as Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed
strctures, within the project site. Therefore, the demand for park and recreational facilties that
would be generated under Option B would be similar to the proposed project. As such, the
cumulative impact on recreation facilities associated with Option B and the related projects is
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City of Los Aneles Cornty Redelome Agency March 2005
." ..,:.'.....,!~.'.~...-. ,,-..

,~

'8. Manchester Avenue and HooverStreet,

t-' . -, ."" - , .
9. Manch~terAvemie alld i-ÜO Freewaysouihbou)id ÖnlOffRàmps

'.. .- .,," - .' , . . ... ." ~ .: "'. ': .. :'. .~. -'. .". ". . . . .
,io~ManchesterAvenue and 1-110 Free\v~y Nortbound OnlOffRamps

Ii. 88th Street arid \r ennnt Avenue .'

''hesejntrsecions are locte in the area sUITöuììdingtheproject',~ite; ,and,basedoii the",",. . ,-
'project'S:lo,ation and accs relative to the loc~'transJJ()rttion netWork. 

ccre the 
locations "

txpte tdbeiracted imstby thepropOSedprojoct (see Figure iv - 5)., , .. ." ., ,
, '.E#SttgTfuffë ConditioDs '.'

,The ,South,CC.ltrl Los AngeiesCommunity. PÙiU:Areà is .served by 
a developed locaL and

,regicinal,trnspoFttion sy~tem. The..HarborFree~ay"(Interstate 110) and, Glenn Anderson
.IYFway' (Iiiterstate 105) are approximatelyone-hâlf nie~ eat and tWcf,miles 'soutt':Olthe

'" ,prøject' site, respectively . ,',' In" additiOn,"to" the. r~~onal:freewaY,Jactiities, anextensive~;;II~

orderly grid of surface streetS serves the project area. 'Streetsdesignated as Major Righway~

'are, provided at apptoxxtely' orte.;mile intertâls;, Secondai-.' Highways ,are löeate:

åp,prôxìllteiy midway between all Majòr Highways.toUectot streetsaregeneraUy located

between the Secndary and Major Highways.

- !-

Existng Freeways
, ,

Nort.,sQuth regional accessto the project site is provdided,primrily by the Harbor Fr~\Vay,
JocatFapproximtely one.;half mile east ofthe.p~ej~t sii-. I~te~~tate 110 is an eight to i2-::~ne

,treeway, 'which interchanges with the Hollywood, Sänta Ana,' Pasadena and,Sa!ltaMQttica

'Fteew~ys, Interstate HOextends from .san 'P:,ed";.r.pto.thesouth,, though 'DoWntow~:.:,t.s

'An8.eles, and 
continues ,in a norteasterly direct.pii asSR-11O to, P~sadena. , ,Inthepr~ject

,:~lcirit),~:Jòterstate 11Q .providessÍi lapeS,four'tmea:'"flbw'laííèf'åi;d''tWo''' IIigh'OCüp~íícy":; : -".' . -' . ~ .! _ ' - J ,,: : ,-' ~ : _ . . '. ,',
Vehide:(HOV) or carpool lanes, in each direc!?IL';,:Int~~state i~Oprovides interehangeswlth
the Gleri Anderson Freeway/Transit Way rtear.;the söuthedgeof the South Central :Ijs

Angeles community . A surface street ramp' conneë~!on, to Interstate i to Freeway is availa~le
near the, intersection of Manchester Avenue and FigUCora Street., . - ,..,
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City of Los Angele Commty Redevelopm£ Agency
March 2005

, Additipnal regiona access ,is provided by the Gieiin Anderson Freeway/Tnmsit Way, locted
"two" 'nnles, south,Qf Ule .projec site~, InterstateJ05 is.an 'east-westdrientated ,fTeeway, which
eKtends, fTom Los Angeles Intetional Airrt (LA to the west;' termnating. 'at the San

. ,':Gabriel. River )freeway, (Interstate' 60S) .to the eat.Overall;'Interstate lOYrunsapproximately
: ,17 miles. In the,pro-j~t :vicinity, Interstte 105:provides four laneS; three miedflöw lanes and

one.HOV lane, in each direction. In addition, the light -green Line transit systm and its
related stations run in the median of the Freeway. Interstate 105 provides an intercrunge with

the Harbor Freeway near the southern edge of the South Central Los Angeles community. A
surfCe street ramp cóniecioirto Interstate 105'Preeway isavailaole, neat the intersection of
Vennönt Avenue and' Imrial Highway. '
Existng Streets and Highways

!

fforenceAvenue is an east-west orientated Major Highway, Class II, which ;extends west of

Interstate405, thoughtbe City of Inglewoo, ending 
to the east iniheCity of ' Santa Fe

Springs. This ,roadway is .approxitely 65 to' 70 feet wide and provides two'to three trvel

: lanes in each direcion. In 'addition, left-tumchaelizations are '-located near . the major

. intei:sectiol)inthe'projec vicinity.

¡

r

8ri Street is an east-west orientated Local Street, which is located,n()rt of 
the project site. 8ri

Street is approximately 35 to 40 feet wide and provides one travel lane in each direction in the
pmject vicinity,

83MStreet is an,east-west orientate4, street, which forms the nortern boundary 
of the project

site. It ii designateq as a Collector Street west of Vermont A venue 
and as a LocaL Street east of

Vermont Avenlle. ß3M Street is approximately 50 feetwide west of Vermont Avenue,
decreasing to 25 to 30 feet wide east of Vermont Avenue. In addition., 83M Street provides one

travel lane in each direction in the project vicinity.

i

K

84dd Street is an east-west orientate Local Street, which forms the southern boundary of the
project site.84dd Street is approximtely 40 feet wide and provides one travel lane in each

direction in the project vicinity. The eastern and western portions of 8411 Street are offset at
Vermont Avenue.

Manchester Avenue is an east-west orientated Major Highway, Class II, locate4approximately
one-half mie south of the project site. This roadway extendsfTom Playa DeIRey in the west to

the eastern border of the City of Los Angeles, where it is rename as Firestone Boulevard.

Manchester A venue is approximately 65 to 70 feet wide and provides two to three travel lanes
in each.direction, with left-turn channelizations at the major intersections in the project vicinity.
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.City of Los Angeles Commty Redevelopment Agency
Marêh 2005

.......,.. Normanqie 'Avenue is a'nort.,southorientate Secndary Highway ,'locted approxiitely one-

,~lf--nile'wet -oftbt"project'site~ Thi',roadway exteds' from the Los'Feliz'COIIuDDty of the
Çity.;,of,-Løs, Angeles in the,. nonh, ihhough.te 'downtówn'DJs-',Angdes-area," merges with
Vennnt,Av.enue",:andultimtelY ,ends "'at Anheim"S"ee: in.the'WilmngtöiiHarbor City
,-cmmunity,.¡¡ The..portionof\Nonnndie':Avenue-looted inthei)roject ivieintyhasa width of

approximately 60 feet',and pr-vidès two Janes-in each'dircction with left':turnlanes -at maor
.intersectiqQS.

~'J:'_a. :

,11.... .., ._ _, ; t~' .,' .i_ ì _~. ,,;~ :)r :

Budlong; Avenue is a, poit.,SOU$ Qrientate. ,ÇollecrStrt;t,)qctec.appro~mately one-quaner.-'." ..... -: '" -, . . .'
mile west of the project site. Budlong Avenue is appr()~tely: 60Jeeqvide and;provides one
trvel lane in each direction in the pr()ject vicinty.

, . ;" ~ .: .\
. ".,'~ ..

.,

Vermnt Avenue is a designated as a Major Highway, Class II north of the Vermont/Gage
. inter:seçtioßJindas a .eolleçof:!Stteetsoùth'of the'samintérsecion,. which includes the projec

',; .site. ,Tbiro.adway .extndsnonh~south ,from: ,tte , Los ,Feliz' COnuty, 'tötigh' the downtown
',LOs ,Angeles',are...nnerges,-withrNonnndie Avenue, .and: ultimatelyéndsat AnheirrStteet in

:the WilimngtnlHarbor,City cøunitY~i.The portion;bf Vermont Avenue located in the

project vicinity has a width of approxite 80 feet and 
provides. thee lanes in each 'direction

with left-tun lanes at major intersections. In addition, Vermnt Avenue form the western
: boundary ohhe' prójèêt site.

;1" "(,".

Hoover Street is a north-south orientated Secndary Highway, located approximately one-

quarter mile east of the project site. This roadway extends from tlle downtOwn area of Los

Angéles,though SoÙth., Lòs Angelès 'and 'ends at Rosernns Boulevard, whicÌÌis approximately
six miles south of theprojèct site. The pöítonof Hoover Street locafed in the project vicinity

has a width of approxiiitly 50 to60feét andpròvides twöÍanesin eaèlí'direction With left-turn
lanes at major intersëcrions.

Existing (200) Traffic Volumes

. ;.;.,' ,:'~:-:,,'''j :~:": ""\', ..::(: :'.ft' (¡) ;-: .,;-."..;" ..", , '.

Traffc vQlumes forcexisting;coIiitionsatlOofthe Hi'study intersections wëre'úbtiined from

manual-raffccountscønducted in October 200 by Crain; & Associates. The'traffc counts at
the intersection of Florence A venue and Vermont A venue were obtained from the Los Angeles

Departent of Transporttion (LA DOT) database, which were collecte in Deember 2003.
The 2003,' count was then;adjûsted with an aibient growt rate, so,that all traffc data used
would tepresentthe; exiSting 200 nòn-sÙrret'peakhout,traffc volumes. Weekday peak-hour

volumes at the' stdy' intersections are ilustrated in Figures iV -6 and IV';7. The traffc count
data sheets are included as Appendix A to the Traffc Impact Report, which can be found as

. Appendix Ito this Initial Study).
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City of Los Angeles Commty Redevelopment Agency March 2005

Anysis of Existing (2004) Traffic Conditions
". ; ,- I c~ i ~ :

The,iraffccollntdata nescribedearlier wws used..o determne existing traffc flow conditions.. . - ."'. .' :. . . . . . ; . '. ~.:, ". . . . . '- . . . '- "
Oter dat:. pertaining to" inter~tion . geoqqetriçs.' ancc tr.affc, ,sigpl . QPçrati9P5 '78ere 'obtained. '.- '1',': ~.... "'-., .,.."~,,,~..., ....~ ~. _- ..' '"!_"", .
from field surveys and LAl)T, pla.ns. of, t4t studN locations. ThC? traftc ~nalysis was then. . ,. '. '. ,
perf~)fmed through the use of the ,Critical M()vement A~ysis (CMA)"technique, The CMA
methodology used for the analysis andevallJation of trffccollditionsateach study intersection.'. ',"'. ,.,- '. '." -" ,. . . '... . . -. '"., , ,
is based onproceduresoutlined in Circul~r ..ll~r 212 of the TraosporttionResearch

Board.62 In the discussion of Critical Movement Analysis for signlize intersections,
proceures have been developed for grading the operational quality of an intersection in term

of the "Level of Service" (LOS) which describe different trffc flow characteristics. Levels
of Service A to C operate quite welL

LeveLD tyPIcàlly is the levelforwwcllcc,~etto,òlita.area, street syste~ isdesiggee,.., LLvel E

represents volumesåt or near thecapådtYöfthedhigh.waydtht,"~ÝTêsiirt in stoppages of
. . -':. : -:' ,.;_ :"."' . -I _._-- "',. .,-¡. ;1."

niòm"entary duration and fairly unstable flow .- Level' ifoccurs wheIlä facilty -is overloaded 'and

, is characterize by stop-and-go traffc with stoppages of IÖiigduraûön. .
, -

A determination of the L05acaII .imersection, : where traffc vÒlumes are known or have been
projected, can be obtained. through a surtiori' 'of'die critiCàI'rhvement volumes at that, ,
intersection: the highest ~mbinaiï9.n.,'of" clnfiÚ,nng ~veIIitmts which must be accoIIodated at
tht intersection. Once the sum of critic.alinovement volumeshasbetn obtained, the values
indicated in Table IV - 14 can be used to deterÍßne'the' applicable LOS .

Table IV-14

Cntica Movement Volume Ranges*

For Deteimg Levels (JHM~rvce .

~~~::~:~0~r:~~~~~1~~1æi~~~~1~~:rL~:i~~:~;dÃJÃ~fD1Tßi"~1iíi!if~1fIlfúmRlJll§&~~~1
1\\ - . ~ t-"""Ifg;::r.ñff7f';":" 'tf;g);;;,~ '.~'-Ji ~"P,""¡a_\' .,q'"E""~'¡~" =¥i&--'V"!",.~~,--."=",,, ""t'~~~~'Ytf~~~~
~~~;~~~~~f&t~¡¡~!:~~tttl~~~~:.~¿~~d~t;1JJJ~i?i~' ,'~~~t;~~:~j~;f-~l~~b!it~~~~~~-- -- - - -- -- --~ - -- - - - ------ -A 90 855 825B 1,050 1,00 965C 1,20 1,140 1,100D 1,350 1,275 1,22E 1,500 1,425 1,375F ------Not ADDllcable-'-----
* For p/anf! applicaions only. i.e., not anTJroTJriaae for ooerations anddesÌfm aTJDlicaions.

62 Interim Materials on Hi~hway Capacity, Circular Numer 212, Transportaton Research Board, Washington,
D.C., 1980.
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"Capacity" represents the maximum volume of vehicles, in 'thecritièal lanes, that' has a
reaonable expetion of passing through an intersection in one hour, under prevailng roadway

""and traffc ¡ 'cöiiditiori.' 'r~r' piàrg:purposee,t '-me .iilliiiacilèticaI ,câpàcíty of an
,',', ',' :, 'inrerS'ectioàequátes to',the ;critiêaF'ír~èrerlvòlulléit6r':tUS'Et~onditìdÍí, 'ås"slÌoWn in Table- - . "¡ . . .

,', 'IV ':14. ',.' This' CapaCitY vades depending oìFttë 'týdf t:afft Signl êåritfol present' or proposed

at an irrersectión.' TheCMA valueS:tisetrùÙhis : study ",ere ~idilated by'dividing the sum of

the critìcalinovèment;vdlwrs:àfan' WersèCIìòn by ih~'åppropriate ihtersèctibn:"caj)acity value

obtaiiied from Tablê IV-14. TiM1,OSëdiTeSpondinntò'a raíígeöf'CMA valueS is shown in
. ~"~Table IV .;15:'

. " ~

'"" .,~ ~ ",; .......

. j

.-,' :-- "-'., . " J' .'
. ",,:- .

" , ',:, " :Table.IV..IS., 
,

. Level of Servce, as a Fuction 'of.CMM: Values. .
ì
.1
;

.."',-'

..,. "l r~~~'~~1.¡f~~~f~;~~3~tr~l$~F;E;r~~7~~t~~;~~f~~~Bl~;~:~~~~~~1~~~~~~~1
. ,..t1i~",Jt,~".(" ~ ~r ;~""'o,,'d' . ,'-,' 'T'".",,~ i. ,l~:.,Å ""'. ," .._-mJîtfB;;._,li1F;~,(.. ~~~4( "..~,."D,d;."" t¡ !.;''''y, "." lt;;1tç:.i::,I,t,,,,,,, "~1~"'~:)~~'t~~-'~_~¡;~~"'V-Z¡~~.04""r.~_~r"""""~'-R~~.(~""¡'Lfi~rfÏtt~~..~~Jè~~J¥~-*=Y_~~~~u:_
"'. . "-' ." . ." :. ,,', , .',.. : ,.'r: ,,'( ~-:..' ::. .....: :,-;:", ..". _.~. ". :" ", /' '.:. ..~.~ . '.~~

: .I" ~
A

B

C

, ,
b

E

F

.. j

Uocoooesed còIitioii; 'velíciês:ë1ci£ inii, sIDe ~yhle.
. - '. . . '.' " . , ',.,' _, I. '..' . -. '.' .. . .0.'' . ~ . .

S~rl(;;~ve. ',;:, " "';;

'\
I
i
\,,çO.6Q. '

';:O;60.~, 0.70

;:0.70 -0 0.80

-"-" "

;: 0.80 -0 0;90
, ..

;: 0.90, C:"l.OO

;: 1.00
'4:':

By applying this analysisproctire~~':tte snndyinrerséCti?ßs,~~:Critica~ Move~ent Analysis

(CMA) value ,and, thecoflespon~lng;~i'Levéls 'of Serv~cC (Lq~) .for exiting, (200).' traffc- '.., . , .-~' .', ..~ .~~ . .. . . .....' ",'" ...... .-."...... ,......... ,.,".. .., .. ...' '.- "," . ".' '. . . " . . :',,'" - I
" cønØ"itiaGGwere'tà(cmlated:,:as:,Shøwijui'fable IV'"T6:.;:'; ",',,', .,

, r

!
.; ~".j

" .
-....

.

.i
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:Table::Y:~l6
Cntica Movemenb\nàlysi; (CMj\JSnrnimiry

:EXiti~g (~õö)T~ë'ConditiônSr" "1;:.; ).
',..,.

(, '. "'i:': ........-."... ~..,.¡...'..~;.. .....~i.:'... --. ,'~."" ."".'._,' '-....I'C~-.-:, . .".. ." ...~--,.~

"'

f"~"~-""r~~'-' ,,~'- -- ~' --o~-',"--~-,ó¡f"'o",,=,,~~~,. ," Y"~ ,'~"~,," '" ""..,' ~ ,.~r.., " ~", ,;;. ',",' . '., " .', - ,0- ~ /;:: ~

r .", .;::.'~~~~c¡t-"::'¡''"§:~. ~.";;;'i""..; ;-~"' '. "';;. ~.;:!.::~'L ,,-g,~:.; .'c:~,,.~
.. ~- "..,~g,;-,,,'-,k.w~'Ì,h......,.. -1I~tI .. r,' . ,~'. -..\0 ""'0" . C 7'''t\''~'"='" ..",. ~~"..'"~~l,.~?l6':~''~''~.""~õ";¡~~i'.,''
--;~ -::'J'trá~~~-,;::::~~¡;,;-e'~:"";--\~~~t;tJ!-. £,:: ':-iii~~:2~l¡.~,f.-¿4J",:-;..f-;:-t-'6.: i I;-,i/?~'.~:~ ¡ l.~~~3t-;~,e\~~h ~:~~ ''1''5-? ?-;-';~;.7f../.-_,_~dfi¡.~, '", i:..~,~j~æ,~~""..~Z~.Æ~.~:,"4l.;.......~)..~~.;:;~~~::~~..~!~i.~~7G~~.y~~..~,-"~"",,'/~,~%.A J.~ _ ~&~

1. Florë~ ~ vèJ"llieaoo yernQDDAyentte 'H_.~/1O$ ._.. ....- ". C 0.672 B
2'. 8 i 51, streetaa Ye.ront AV:tiid ¡ 'd::~0.467 .- A . ,0.383 A,'.

3. 83rd strt aaVeIIontAtrenie .. Qi537 " A 0.492 A
4. S3rd Streét and Hoøver Sttee .... ~.. 0.277,. ..

Å

, 0.3i2 A
5. Mahester A venue' NonnndeAvemÏe ... '0:671 , B

.. ..
0;609 " B

Manchester Avenu and Budlong Avenu
..

""..:OAt36. ,.'.
A 0.504 .A

7.- Mancheter-A venu an'V erntA ventr" ..
.~- "'OJ~2g ,.. --l"~""

_...

0'.728
...... -¥."

'C
8. Manchester Avenue and Hoover Stree 0.614 B 0.628 B

Manchester A venl.e ~~ I".t~O,
'7Souii, ., ;',;9. ..'- :.'. '\0;497 "

';:'A "OA96 .. 'ABowi Ramps"
..'-.'. .. .,-.... ..

.. ,
, ',' ~:. ..MàhèSter'Avenue and i-no, Nort '

.- ..

10. '1,..'..0.530,; 1\ .i. 0.625 -'BBouIíRanips
.. .. ~.L -

"'. .. .. " , ".-'. ,..,,', ..:, , .. ..

881ÌStreet aIl Veriont
..

11. Avenue
,

0.457 A U.39l A' ,'...' " .. ... " .:..¡-; ; . ~ ¡...~ ~ :.. .' , ,. " ~.. ..

.. , . ,/h .:~:~. ;

~.. . . ~ . . , ~.' .

."' ,.'

Project Impacts

Trip Generaton,

Traffc-generating characteristics ôfrnny l~md u.~s,including the si:"gie-t~ruiit ofice building
and child.' cáì'è center, have been surveyed' and documented in studies.' conduçted under the

auspice of the Institute, of Transporttion Engineers"(ITÉ).""'Th.is in'f~~Iltion'i~ a~aihlble in the

:nnnuai,--r~p GeIIF~~ti9P.~ ?~¥4lU(W~i.Rnb\i.shgl;by ,ITf., Tht,Y:lp'gep.~ration rates in, the ITE

"; ~p.ual ar~ .i:tlonal1x(r~?~l~~; a~gf~fl u.%l;a§,tteB~$i,s: rrr'mo~t traff~;sWni~ . 

89nØucte in
, 'tiç, Cit)' of Los ;~9~te~~ ,~n((;~h~',~~rr9'!Hdin~ ,r~gio,n. ' ., ¡ (:, ',.. " , '

ACcrdingly, for this analysis, tl~ ITE' 7th Edition trip rátes, ,~hich~ere appr9ve? ,by LADOT
and are provided in Table iv-i~fbtla\V,;~ere used to determine~e daily, Alaiid PM peak-
'hour trips generatcl by die prõposed âÎÎd exisÙng uses. Table rV -17 shows the estimate daily- .'." '-".' _., '.' .
and peak-hour project trip generatioI1. As shown, a 1S p~r,cent ad~u~tment for "intemal" tnps

was applied to the child care ceÌner,asagrêed to with LAOOT. Intérnai'trip-making generally
occurs within mixed-use developments wherein trips between uses on the same site can be made

without requiringuse of the surrounding streets. In tl1is cae, some employ~s of the project
offce use are expected to use the on-site child care center, thereby reducing some .of the trips

the child care center would otherwise gentrate.
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, ,
r'~7::~:J~¡~i1\1JlJL~11~:Jl~~~;~-:::"'~."r~~ ~~:;~:r~;'5!;liimnr!:~æ§, . ,

,ííable' IV.. 17

';;-:'N;,,:;FPrpjèë 'Tri,Geeration'.Rate ,',f ,:.,

pay Çar~ Center

. PêêU

)AMlèâ HoUr '
PM PcikHoQf

Pail
. AM'PeeHoUr'
PMPca.k Hour

T:=P,.92 (A.), .
T=2.21 (A); II=89%, OIB=H%
T=.i';$5'~A'Dl:B~~1%, O/J;=69%

"",' ii;:,'" .,T=,A,55. ~':. 5~64

'T=Q,Î3 (S) +)",P4;1i1i=53%; O/B=47%
'1 =Ó,87tï(S) '::+0,32'; .JiB =47%;

""Qjß~5~% ;. : "
"._ ,I

"GOv,trr~.ë~tÒffêêc(m~lex . ",:,.
," ,..,": ;'r;' .~ -:

A == pui/diigarea in 1, f. ôf squae feer 1.it;= I.gariilucfurictiönS=siuuen" III=lTiözi trips c,...
~'. T= ,iii ._ee ..' . OiBi: .Oubou.iri S. '" -'~~.~-.

....,...w. .....

w~:_ì. I

';;'.'. "l '-, "'.

:1." . '. ~. i- ." ..~

i
" . .' . 'l' õ'- i'

The above project trip generation,caculatioà'rrtesi.~re selectc 'ih '~cC~dance with stdard
.LADOT proceures; These base trip ratespresent ';1, "w~rst, ca~e" tiip~tneration condition

. ';. ~ L - '. ~1 ..-- 0 . ., . '. ..','. .,_ ~J . '", .
, applicable only to suburban loctioii'. The gencration rate and equatioll,pi:9"v,jded in the ITE
'J., Edition Trip månualdonot accunt for trip reducing factörssuch as-(l) internálor mùlti-

,putpï:setrìps, , '(2,)exxelliye .ttaait,ùse~ (3)walk::inttip~'iid(4) paS~~by.. ttips:These four
factors play a significant role in determing the actul trffc generating characteristics of a

particular project, including the proposed project, and therefore, are discussed briefly below.

. ¡

, ¡

"Internl" trips ,are to a specific site or location for multiple purpses, which~enerally occur at
developments containing a variety of uses. Therefore, for the proposéd"pr()ject~ ÎIÌternal trips
would occur between the gove~ent offce, day care center and fast-foqd restaurant. As a
result of these "inulti-purpošé:or~'internl" trips atthe p~()jec~~ite, ~~'.~l10unt'of project-. .'. ;..,' '- ",". ,"
"related trips is exptCted todecreäse. " ,

1 :

,. '- , ',' -, - . .' . . - - .:~ '.' ',') ". . - - .
The 'use of public traDsrttiönisanbthèt;iirt(eonsideratíön'Ir the 'evaluation of the ' ¡
'proposed 'proj~¿Cs ffip'generai1rtgpdtèhtl:ìt' TranSit ssfVìceto"'s()úllt~kÁÁgèl~ '~fid' adjacent ' 'I,

. . '. . " -,. :~ .:': ",.". j;.,';' "if'~' 7'.~'. ,_ ._:.;;:~:).!:'t...i-' ',,: i; ':',: '_-:,. _:~ ,-,:'r~areas is extensive. Implementation of the'mnda''ed 'Ttanspöïttion Demand Management

(TDM) requirements on maj()r '. employe~s asa result of theßa~thÇoast~ir Quality. - c'--' ", . : " ,:..' _' , ':,'_ '. . _'
Management District (AQMD)and other legislation has encouraged increased transit usage in
recent years. In addition,. ~U new no~"residenriåidevelopmellt is snbj~to lOcal jurisdictional

"requirements per tlleLo'Angeles CountycO~gestio~ M~nagementP~ogram (CMf) TDM
Ordinance. As such, incréaŠedpublic transit use is expectè to d~rease the amount of project-
related trips.'

"Walk-in" trips are from individuals in the nearby area who would be served by the proposed
project. The project area hås 'a high population density and would serve' people with a low

socioeconomic standing. The walk-in trips account for "built-in" patronage, and would
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subsequently reduce project-relate ttips\;førthe proposed project as the patrons would walk to

the project site. .... ',"',.' ,..Ti';'¡:...,...'¡-!':

..:"

J:;,::::,;, "i::::,)--iiiiy,pröjiXttiípaíiêOuii;'woÛl~'åîsö:~esuitffÖin :the'presence of "pass-by" trips: :,..',Tiis;

';::,,)ronrep'dnvoÌve;Ùiiê"eapn¡¡;él ofaiÏ ëiïtii! 'iÏp pa$ingby' .thejjtoject stte. _ For~~iQle~: an ,
;...;~st¡Qg ~!i¡P.9~,'t¡e ar~'~Qa4;ay"ri~ti~rkdtr~veling~6. or&~m., w~rk passes byihb 'prbp~šèd~

, 1¡rojeci-,and uììexpected~y makes a stop to patronize the facilties provided onsite. A sto.R'~t'Jlle
"project.siteis o~rconsid~red to be an iiter~'stop alöng~ttip which existed without the \

. . developtnnt:û.. f th~ propose projec~ There,fore, vellicles nnking suchstQPs are not considered. . -'-. ... -,"... -. - , , . .
. ,to be newly generate projeçt-related.traffc., .

:"";', .

..,i

. '-' '. .- . \' : - - ~; '(. ,, :,LADOT-l1s. developO:a'seriesof recmmnded'pass..by trip reductionpercentages'fötvariop$;l ; _ ': _. .; ;. . . _.. ...t
'deyelopment;tyes: ànd; ~ize~ .,' Based -on th~e~recmmendations a~d ,~iscussions with,L~!'r'

ståtf,It,",was ia.SSll.ICd iht the fast-foo resturant use locate.onsite would experieii~:;a."JO ~
. ~ ':. - !', :. '. ; . . .... -' , .' ': -. . , . '~ ;. - _. :. .'. ": '

perçent. pass,.by reduction and 20' percent pass-by reduction for the exitig paint store,';Fõr;;

; . .. . . ,. .~~ :~,~ n ~.,.,,,. ,: :'
: conservative anaysis, the pass-by reduction adjuStnt was not made at thest?y inte~§~t~~

CloseSttó theprojeët, Le., 83id StreeeJVerI1iÏ Avenue intersecÙon.However,tte walk-ii'~*ii;

','",intèmaÜrips''aredisconnt~;from the.projècÍ:',cirive~ys, ~i~~the trips would be,IIde'êitìer'
:by¿wallctngor. transit., " Th~,. the pr-ject 'site "would serve the same number ofpatroii'ralid
einloyeesas indi tyicaL subuman ;site surVeyed in the ITE'rinual, but wouldgenerate

substa'ntially fewe.rvellicle ttips.

""The iiiteiil ,;tTtlnsR,.walk -iiiand_pass-bytrípadjustnts for. the proposed pröjeè areshowrtin .

Table iv -18:,below. The speific trip reductions were determied based on the a.ntI-G\p,~tec
operations of the project site. , ,

'.. \

. ,c,;

Table IV-I8

, ,', ., ;lrQl':Tri,D.iscount Factors

....

Based on tlle;adjustments in' Table IV-l8, the "base" ITE traffc geIIeration ratès"shown tabl~
'IV-I? we~e3;dju~re andart;presented.in Table IV-I9. The proposed projectwÒuldgene~te" ~, '.. -- ..

approximately 5,436 net daily trips, including 44 morning peak hour trips âttd 483 afternoon
peak hour trips. As discussed above, the ITE generation trip rates do not typically account for

internal trips, since the sites studied for the ITE manual are "stand-alone" uses that do not
produce internal trips. Furthermore, the sites studied are typically in suburban locations, with
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.. ..". .."~'" "..u.

Table IV49 ..';
Project Trip Geeration

~ ~ ~ ~ - -~--~~"'7 ~~(r-:::~ .~-':-A' :~:;;--"""'-:--;-c"~-:r-7:: ---..--~~~~ -~-~""e- ~ p":~'r"-;~-~cr~'9\:''.:-~n-g.~~ r-.1~r~.."' ':-.,' ~- ~y: :-:~~-::,k"5--~~T~~'W ~:~~::f~~,,~
' ' , '. c." , . . c" ," , '" " . " ., is,YLif ,,~L""r'Ji..~. '-'" "ko\.";",,,);,~?,.,..JïJi. ,,;,'1:"ë.~DJ"l~""ë~

~ -: ~- tr~if:"A~~'::\~~/~7~-:(:~'."''')~'~~:~~~~I'''~(;:~';~''~', ::~";~\r~':1~~i:¡';' J~~~=:r:':¿~~~2;\i~~~~~
L " "'"7;'''''''''¡¡'':C.'., 

',c' , ",.~.,y ""';"¿;'''' ,!;;fè'';'.'i ,,~., .;iíí' 'L.£h,-' ~""'t,;t? k~~~:'~CllÔ~~~~i~~=Zf=~~~~~~~~~~~~~
offce
'agHdi~
Day Care
Çeotr
Fast-foo ,
Resurt
Internl Trips

Offce
BOOding

payyye,
CeDtr
Fast-foo
'RëtaU:: ,.", ,25%., (36Q) '. ,.(2ó)
Tranit/Walk-in.Trips.:;.). ",i ,"'.,. "
D.ffce 20 %'(1 ;'190) ;(80Y' ,Bwidi~ ,
'Dåy'òòre'ÌO% .,' '.' "',,','(3.,.0)'.".. '('4)Center ,.' , '. '.Fast-foo 20% (500) (16) (10)
Restaurnt
Tott lToposed 

i:h:eway Trips",. ,,(i,~4 .422.,;89., sJi,Pass-by Trips '. 1,
~¡lst-'fòo ' ,,' 50% " " (1,002) (32) (21) (53) (16) (16) (32)~esurat . ,

. 

Tolal Pro d Roadwa Tri 5,992 390" 68 458 175 373 548

. Apartents 21 unts ," (280), ".f~)¡ !',"" .(11) ,(14) (19) (10) (29)
Paint. Store I ' , 8; 6Q'SQ;,ft;;. . ,t44ß) 'J'(5t'.~ '(4"t/ "1::;""(9)(26); I 

no) I (56)
TriwitIW(jc;ttt't'tilis... .,.,' "';;. '....:.d"',:t.:.:~.~,:.~::,;:,"..~~",.,..,... " "=,',.,, ,'., 

, " ,Ap;;rrent :.:2.0%___,... .60., .L:"~~2.._... :',3......'4 "
Pa:ïntStQreL '.5% ..20" .. 0 "1".'.0 .",0.:' 1
Total ExitingDrv~waY Trips (64) ,rn,(13) .... ,(20);..,' "'..'(40)
Pass-b Trips
Paint Store 20%
Tota ElÍstll~RoadwayTrips
Net Pro.iect Driveway Trips.

, NëtProjedRóadwåy TriPs

,220;OOsq..ft. 6',140

..'

."1 00 student
. ,',',' " ", ", 450

4,00 sq. ft. 2,864

", .' .', ,:....-._. :.'......

O%,~8%. .(190),
.'

0"%-85% '(í9òY:;; .'
.~ .-

,

84

(556)
6,354
5,436

43~ ," ,-'. 53:;; " 486 :194

..

:?p,

54"

'-.' .

.01" 1(31)
,

-.','-.....

, (31)

(14)

(39) "
"

.(1)

(8)

191

5

;(35)
151
140

.433

40

51

o
,

'(12)

'(80)

(4)

(8)

,389

2
2

(36)

6

(30)
353
343

!

. i

627 1.," d .:,_.....

76

105

,

(31) :. "\
;

,;.:1

"t"

41 37 78,

(31)

(26)

(119)
i
I

OJ

(, ..

(5)

(16)

580

i

¡

6
3

(76)

"

'105" 7()";', ' f75

11

(65)
504
483
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(31) ",.,: 0.,' .. .2, in,(31)..,.." "

Ò (31)' .. (31)"i-¡ ( . ~ , ~',

.(18) " ,'.(44)
,

" " ~,. , "

......... ,.i
(¡if',' . '(91)

.. " ......

(I),: .. (S)

(26)

1

(6)
415
384

1

(12)
7.(;
56

-

2

(18) "
4?1
44
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", Jittctransitservice, ,and very few walk.:II' :trips.As such, the ;föur factors mentioned above
.nOOed:to be separately àccuntedJor by..manually adjùsting the t:ip:gererationntes~ ': '. ~-,':-"

Trip Distrbutn
.. ":'-.' . , -... ."."'-.

"
, Estin.tion))r.. the. 4llecionaL distib~tiqn ,;.of proJtCt. trip~ w~s tIt next step. in we anal ytical

Wpcess" TII;trip 4istribu~~)l pa~m fortte propos ,p'roject \Vas determined by . considering

:t4e prqpostxJand use, existiig traffc J1~ements, characteristics.of the sUIToundingroadway
, ' ' .;' ,~ysterp, the ~eogrccPhic locauon()f the project. siteêênd iapr()~tyJofr~~aY¡¡and major

/.tra,yel rou~, andthe .residentiai~rt1~.ff()m which. emplQyees wott4. iikelYJx~ at:êêcted. Based

on these factors, the trip ',distrbutió~,sbQwn inTal)le.IV~20,below:~ere estited for the

projec and were approved by LAOOT.

i-¡:y.¡

~J"; .-

...../ .-

:'r

Table IV-20
, DiretiòifTrip'bistributiòn

~ ..'.. . ~~;~i21~m~ttr~~tt~~s~~' ~~~:T~~,.~~~;*~~¿~ft~~¡:~¿
~2i:8,,~..~":...._'t.:?fd~-- "" -~t-!,.~'~:-j,.." ~\..)~ .;.. "". ''...~"""',.(,:;~\::l¿~.r$,~,!+'f"c)...::__~~~"","''-~,'!~''~''Z~. i:-.;'4d~.. ~_,~:"':-- ,~k_~"",",~~"'~'-"'~_'''., _'Ë~...~..

Nort- ! ' . ~ ..... . : ~ ~ 25%
.. .'

, . South 3Ð%"";'
: East -.,- . ~ ,". 20% q. ..... '.

West 25%
,

Tota 100%

.;".' :.,

Trip Assignment

The directional distribution percentages (Table iv -20) were then disaggegate and assigned to

specific route and intersections within the study area tht are expted to be used to access the

project site. These project trip assignent percentages, as approved by LAOOT, are presented
in Figure IV-8.

'Applying these percentages to the projec ttp generations, the net project trffc volumes at the

study intersections were determined for the AM and PM peak hours, as shown in Figures IV-9

and IV-LO, respectively.

Future Traffc Conditions

A number of projects are currently under construction or planned for development in the
project area tht could contribute to traffc volumes in the near future. For this reason, analysis

of the future traffc conditions considered the trips expected to be generated by future projects.

In oo'der to evaluate future traffc conditions in the project area, as previously described, an
analysis of the existing (200) traffc volumes was first conducted. For the subsequent analysis
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City of Los Angeles Commty Redvelopme Agency ,March 200

:,offuture conditions for ,the year 2006, . aw¡~ambienLgrowt factor" -of 1 ~O .percent, per year,

compoundedanuaUy. -was,applied t~';aILof.iie existng -turnng. movemen volum~:at the 11
study intersections.

~ -

The result provides the "baseline" traffc volumes for the analysis of future (200) conditions.
, ',/, Although' the inclusÎóii'ofthe: ~llinual growt i fàctbr 'is j iêxpee' to capture; all' area traffc

, increases, for the purposes of'providiIgà coiier'åtivearuysls, thetraffcgeneratéd by nearby

"related projects" was also ádded to thës"fÜtùÌ'e;baselllëtiaffi:'voiuins~' thè total futue

;volumeS, including lelatedjpi'ojec~provide thë basis.'iforthe "Without Projéc" 'condition.
Finany~' project traffc wásaiilýze as 'an 'illcreiirital'àdtlitoIi'tdihë'Futtre (2006)'''Without
Project" condition tò detennne'the' Futur¿'(200)"WithProject" cOnditíon:'; ....

"

.. !

..

,. . ": ;'~ : f ;',", '_,..;", ..

Traffic Growth
(

. -~ - - '" .: .

Based on analyses of the t:eP.9s¡.Jn:tJaf'c.gro.w$ ,ii,this area, LADOT has recmmnded the
: b -. ",- ~.- .' ~ _. ", ~ . .r 1. . ( .....,..

application ofanapmia~fP~roçgrø:~v.ttr-fattoi"uf l:O'l11tssn~.. Tfis l.O:percent growt factor is
,used to accunt fo~ increasës ÏIÌ't.affc 'tèsuItmg frÓni;-E~neiäl ttaffc"gtowt in the study area
and/or potential developnjeQipröjectsnoi:' yet proposed or 'outside of the, study area. This- . -.....-. ,. .... - ". 0-... _..' _ _ .... "
'growth factor, cornounclee.annUaly;wasapp-lie4 to the 

20 traffc .volume to estIrtethe

future year 2006 baseline volum. ",
-... ,

~ -.

",'

'. l
'. :.

'.. '.,.r.. ". .: .
..

, .
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.....,... . ...""r'..... '. ... __ " ~ ..,-......-:"';'~:'....: ., .,",.-.....:.;....,', . ...-....',.,.~. ".J .. ,,_ ",'

, Relaet(rrojeets

.'.' ," ....... ; 4
.In. additio~ to theuseoÉdtt~ ~mbieni: growt factor, a i~ringof: porent¡~l teì~ie projec)o(;tCd', '

, , .withn;~l?~prW(~t~;;í ::~:,,~diüs,oi,tteprgject sitë~.~~~iiè~f-irJrn.LADOT ~A"të~i~W;, a(" "',
"this inf0nntion, currenaý',av.ailableindiCCte, .tht .,27rCCated",projécts-;could';potentiàUy":,

contribute, siibstantial.traffc ~ÇJhìmesto Ule ÜkudyjnteisêètìöÜÜ .tiie.îòcations,:ofthe relaÍ:ed

'projects are' slio,wninh~::gge' IV~11. iThenunnber of 'ttips:te$red:tò. '66, ::eIIeråted by.the:
related projects was dete~riêd:by~ppìYing Jll~ap_piöpr~~t~¥P"ge":~r~ti,pnrn!~~an~e,qttat¡9ri-

fi~m..the -ITE Trip Geiierátiori~~ 71f Ecitionin~rial;: 199T;'_1'h~e;trip:-gdlët~tîon'raté;~nd
eq~atiq~' ar~~,ccniain~.on~p~ge~ 32..a~d- ~3, 0file.:T)~fff'-I~~~t!îî~~ri~ :w~c~':~l1: 'i¥ ;fQJ.l1d,

" as Appendix -I to this llûa,i,:~~stúdY;:Ji.order' tòestimte the,.~tial ~worst caSe~ fututeareao,-"
......d~;,fræ~ii1~~¡lll1~Jæit!É...

· IiethQds siniilar to tliöse Pt~yj()1JSly.A~cnbed.for'pr61tttuâfftassigñeiit~"' ,.-" ,'., ,

.,.:- ~ .:-.. -'. - -. ," . on
The réiated projectstr~ffS:voiÜm~s,:\Vere -tl\eli'co~bin~ wiiltl(tgro~:tactor~~ 'BaclÇrgtit¡"

, traffc :volúffeS _deScfi~ei:ipd the previöûs'.seetion;'résulting in,,yeaL,iO6 "~i~outProjeÇ(
"peak-ho.udtraffcesiï~te#(šee Figures'IV--- and-IV.,Ù). Tiî~sieSfììtes' ar~, th~n,~é

"benchmrk" volumes us~ .ln..detemmning projectftraffc impacts upoii' . tle ;5treetsysiëfu,:
Actul fuiire traffc VO,..',IUÏn.',:"d,..;, sin the study area. could ¡be'S\bs...,~ntiàiiY, .,1, è,s. S,' 'as,"". --b, ê,' 'f,ii, "iig,: of, 'ttt

related pròjectS' completion, if at all; is speculativt. HQwevert töptëSent'àÇoòsèlVative '. .. :. .' . . '.:. ;'. '" " '., .
analysis, all the relateØpf'?jects"wereincluded in thiStfafft.'a~lysi~;ass~ng ll9*'of~h~sr
related projects wouldirrlement traffc reduction'progFams,

~ -' r
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Anysis of Future (2006) Traffic£onditions, Without an With Project
'...~ ,_.~:'-,:'. ¡ ..~~~_~..,,i ~ , '

;,; ;,j:::.;"'....';,~.~/,- ,~(~~;-.-.
, j ....J r' . c. ;.,_. _ ~;:; .:

, r._

The anniysii,pf;JntUrecoH4~R9J$ il1'il:~;;HfPjtt':af,~' Vle,S!'WrfQnn using the same CMA
proceures described previously in ths report.
dëv~IQPêd;.~';;o1Iô~s: - . ~,t;. .',n,

Traffc volumes for this analysis ,were

.;. ,-. ",:"';

. '~"'::"
..:::: ~ \ '; ::;~!,-', - --. . . .

, · As describec earlier in tbe-rrpprt, fu~JJëYeàr 2006beIic~~ trffc voluus fOr the
"Without Project"conditio~,.were'49~mmnedbÝ:,combiiitìg th area ambient tràffc
. . i . _', . - _ l.", . ~ _ .., _ ..' _' '._ ~, . .
grovi wltti traffcgeneraie'b,ythe ~?;itlentified rëlàttprojects. '

,'. ~~:". ~, .: ; '..: :.:_~ _.

.-

,. . Ttattcyoiumes. geii~rated'.~ythe: .pr~pös~proje., as:determned eartier, ",~re then

,.acdedto.thè, above.bric:lik:.;V'~Iwws,;tp ;,ge~e "trffc .:impacts dirCcy
åttributable ,to the proposed':ëÌeyeIQp~Gt~:, '

.'. -",'. ~ : ... ::,1 '. ':' r i;,;'-:'. :'.~~j~ ;.-.:,./ i ~_;,:

_."
- ciJ';""~ .

::',' ':, _ , '.' . . ':'''~'¡ -" '\,/-ê,: '''~;hÙ::~::'/ :~';' . _ .'
"'t:Tpe: future 2006 traffc volumes"för,tte,' "Wìth?urProj~t"':,;tØridmóii . are. ,sb.owIÍ'In Fisures: iV-
'".:12 arid ."-13: 'Traffc volumès;fòr'.thè; Fùtirt:(2006) "WidvProjec"conditinnnare:Shown in

'Fiitres, :IV-'14 arid, rV'-l5.. ',. Th6 ,r~--ti ~f th~' :CMA 'df'fu~le' ttftkêonditi()Il at' the study
intersecons are suiirizein'J'a1?le IV..22; " ,-' - ,

.-

, :.:
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City of Los Angeles Commty Redevelopmet Agency . .. .- -, ~ " March 2005. .'. . .

Table,IV~22 ,,', ....' -,"" '.
Critica Movement Analysi (CM) andLevee of Servce, (LS) Siimm::ry

:FFture .(200 TråffcCöliditiåns:- Withdoi- ànd'With"PPoj&t:..

2.

3.

4:

5.

6. .

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

FFpi:ence A:yeane~uid, .
VennoDt A venue ,

81" StIeeUuid VennoDt'
'Avèiie

8300 Street and VennoDt
,Avenue '.J':',

.AM,. C,';":pM ,C'..A'Md.493 A.,
""PM c;; 0:4'I3' :"'~""JVi.¡',.

AM 0.564 A
'~M:.~"().524i "A,\

83rrStr~t ari'Hoover Stree; ,AM,O,29~: .:..Ai..PM '. 0.329 A
'AM" ""0.729'" "C'"
PM, 0.683, B

,', ".:AM" 0:'58';: 'A'
PM",','~ 6546,.', c":i"A; "

" AM..', 0.9~5,., E;..
PM.. 0,9S3., E..
AM ", 0:673'" B"
PM 0.693 B
AM 0.543 A
PM 0.548 A
AM 0.572 A
PM 0.678 B
AM 0.484 A
PM 0.423 A

;Q,752,. " 0.00
,0..754", 0.026
Q~509. 0.016
ÖJJ32 , ,. 0.019
0.705 C 0.141*

;:"0:639 j;,~':B 0.115
,,0.405 ,Í,I¡.A 0.110

0..393 'i A 0.06 .
.""0:732" C 0.003
,(t691 .'," B (1.008

.:, 051 F" d', A' . '''0:003
":;0.551" ¡ '.N',,,; :0'.005

,/1.0Q .:.if ,'::' ,0.049*

...1).994 , 0.041 *
. "'it?I,' . 'c' '0.402*

Q.761 C 0.068*
0.557 A 0.014
0.581 A 0.033 '
0.591 ' A 0.019
0.685 B 0.007
0.497 A 0.013
0.429 A 0.00

. ì

.1

...J

,;..¡
Manchester A venue and

Nonndie A venue

". 'ManchesreI'A?v~Dne àiX
,.,ßudloogAv~e': "
MclIich~ttr A¥tti.rapd

"y eimont Äv~nue .
Manchester A venue and

,Hoover Street
Manchester Avenue and 1-110

SB Ramps
Manchester A venue and 1-1 10

NB Ramps

88ih Street and Vemmont
A vneue

* lndcaesa si nificann i

Manchester Vermont Vilage
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;City ofLL~ Angeles Commty Redevelopment Agency
March 2005.-:......,._..... _._._......-.-, .~ -.' '. .~. .

Project Intersecton Impas

..;,:..The,Çity of Los Angelesdefinesa significant ,intersection,'traffcnnact baseona "steppe. "
scale", with intersecions at higb, yolume"7-cpacity! ratiQs; being;,i:ore,sensitive:to, additiona

traffc thn intersections operating with more available capacity. Accrding to LADOT policy,
a significant 

imact is ideitifiedaa aniiícreaseinthe CMA v'âlue (i.e., V/C ratio), due to
project-related trffc, of 0.010 or more when the final ("with projec") Level of Service is E or

F~a CMA'increäse of 0:020 or more '-when--hefinii.e~êi OOSe:Vice is LOS D, or an,increa
?f 0:040ar IIre at LOS C. No sigllifiantimacttare4eemep to occur at LOS A or B, as
these op~rating 'cònditions 'exhibit suff~i~ntsurpl~ capacities to accmmdate large ~ffc
increases, ~ith litteeff~ ()n trffc .d,e1ccYs., . Thest; c;riter,ia.d1r..¡;;uIIrIz,.in: Table iv - 23

below.
',. ::-":"¡,. . . . . ~ .-. . ;. . . r',' . . - '-. ~ :. . .

.¿i-'f .1:~ble IY-23 , ".
" LA.l)T Crit~ri:: (cc, SSgntt~t ,rraCWJpprt ;;'!:,

- .

"-'- .....,'-"

0.700 -0.800
:; 0.800 - 0.900

:; 0.900 "

. , .~

Prior to the addition of traffc generate by, the, 'proposed pr'ojéCt, 10 of the 11 stdy
Intersectionsare operating at .LOSe or better d~ring~pttpel(Jioiirs, eXcept for the

intersection of Manchester Avenue amlYermont Avenut:, ~llichjs;9peratingat LOS D during
the AM peak hour and LOS C during the PM peak hour. The addition.of traffc generate. by

,the,pr:Qposed project would increase the CMAvalue atallll,.stdy intersections dunng one or
,bothpeakihours;however,the LOS would change 'at'only:fitVtf-df the studyintersettiölì: (1) the

intersection of Florence Avenue and Vermnt Avenue,wouldi~hange frdm .1j..S'gtòLOS C

during the PM peak hour; (2) the intersection of 8311 Street and Hoover Street would change
from LOS A to LOS C during the AM pek hour and LOS, A to LOS B during 

the PM peak
hour; (3) the intersection of Manchester Avenue and Normandie Avenue would change from
LOS B to LOS C during the AM peak hour; (4) the intersection of Manchester Avenue and
Vermont A venue would change from LOS D to LOS F during the AM peak hour and LOS C to

LOS E during the PM peak hour; and (5) the intersection of Manchester Avenue and Hoover
Street would change from LOS B to LOS e during both the AM and PM peak hours.

Based on these criteria and as shown in Table IV-22, the proposed project is anticipate to
significantly imact three study intersections during one or both peak hours prior to mitigation.
Therefore, mitigation measures are required to reduce the potentially significant imact to a
less-than-significant level.

Manchester Vernnn Village
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Oiy of Los Angeles Commty RedevelopTnn1 Agency
Ma"rèh 2005

Mitigation Meaures " : ., '. ~ ~ . -'.. ". - )

As incate in tbeprecing;intersectionanålysjs-~ trffc ftom the 'proposed ptÖject'sexpted
tosignificatly:impactthe' following thee InrseètiÐns~:.:. ' ,', "

n' : '.~ '.~':3-_ '.;1, .~; . "

,. 83rd Street amlyemmont Av.enue(~ ppkhpllf) "", ,
~-:;.- 'j',.-.;:, :,: :) j~,.;..-t .~"~ ' -.i .;:.. .: " '. .::: :'~ '. .--",-," ~ :~.

. . .. ¡ ~. ;.'\:
Manchester Avepue a.n4 .vermont Avena.e (i\/PM,~k hour)'. -" '. ....,:. _,l...-.., _: ".' , ...._... :'-' .J. ," ;. :". . ".

. , - - , . '..~.:" õ- . .-. ,'-.,.' .' 'j. _". J ' , .
.MånChest~~ Äve~iie ,~ndHoover -: v.~iiue (ÅMiP~:~~~ hour)

,., TO'mitigate these impacts" the' fÖlIowiIIg' nùÜgarlmIiftùres: ar~' recrindCd:'

15-1. 83M Street and Vermont Avenue- Contrbute to the intalation of the City of Los

Angeles' Adaptive Traffc CòntroP:Syltem (ATCS) for traffc signl CQntrol. Thi

traffc sigrulcoordintionsystertt:f6iiítórstrffk dèiirldd thoughout the network on

-which it is iÓsÙed~'an~':~dj~~;~~~:d~~(ri~~:!~4.',~.i~i.'P.M~~k ,~d,~;L time to
maximize capacity 'and ,deçrease dela~. ; ,.: ~i " :.!~'d, i:

":;.( -/.. 7 '

15-2.
. -, .. _'0. ~,. . . i' .

Manchester Avenue and Vermnt Avenue-',Remo¥g;the~nniau"islahdJand resipe the

roadway to add a second left-turn only lane to both the nortbound and southbound
directions, and modify the si~ to reflect this,.chang~. , "

\ ~ :, "

15-~3: Manchester A venue and Hoover Sttéet-"C6i:trbåleto :theins1atiÖttuft:ë City of Los

Angeles' ATCS for träftic'signal"oontrdt"" .' ,"
. .J. i, _ : :\(~ ~ . ,

::;! ;" " . ,

T,able IV-24 ,below indicates thtwith implementation.ofithè'1'eèmmended mitigat:on;meures
above, all ,potentially significant .traffc" impacts associate¡withthe..proposéd"projectwould be
re4ncect to a less-t:n-significant ie\!eL~i': /~ " "

~-,.
.'1!.. . ":". '~"'': f::~ ~.~ t ,: f.,~-."" . ",' ". ~ I

,_. .'-il' ,':;" . J': r';-i"i

.. ' ", ~. ¡:. ' "'.

, , ~ ¡ - ;'; ,", .

; ¡ "

Manchester Vermnt Vilage
Final Initial Stu
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City of Lo~ Angeles ConutyRedelopmet Agency
" ',Ma"rch 2005. '.'.~

.,,- . .. . . .._--.._.....

'. ;.. TableIV-'24 ,t, ',r.".')"'"
.CiiticaMovem,eat, Analysi .(CMA)'and~Level of ServceMs)'8äry~ '
" , Future ,(:200 Trac: COndtioaSi-¡Witbout'åndWith'Mitîgati'Ou '),

,,).
" 0.'705'

, Ó~639;

E 1.00
If

F

PM'

AM

7. ','
'PM:!' ,(ib~953" ',' E \~'~;;'O:994" , E '6:875" ' D' -o:èh8

1:::' . . ". . "." J ~; ,. . ;: 'li~¥ -: ;.'~ -.- .-'::~~. , L .' .!. ¡: ~.. '. ...; t. . '.:";' ;:;.. .(;.: :;=:.' : ~':-,~. '

8.
AM 0.673 B 0.715 C

PM 0.693 B 0.761 C
.-',!:.

1,-, .' " ..
.'" .

0.402*

0.068*

0.685. ,f :, 'rrB:~;,

0.731 C
0.012

0.038
,'-P.

."~j" J. "'fc" ".-; ",.-.-

. ..' '.~ ~ ": ":. .' ~. , , .

Option B
~ ':, '.

Potentially Signficat UnlessMiti~ti0n.. ~ncorpratee..., TJ¡e di~e~i()~, ~oss/n~t building
. - -. ' . '.- .":.'_ . ,'I, " " _ _. " .~~. . - : " ::. . . :,.f; .", .... . '" .: ,;_.

floor area and land usesundeI" 
Gption B would be the same as ttoseof the.pro.p~eØ project.

.;:~; .." ;,;".:.. - "".: "',.'", '::'--'. .¡.J;, ':... ~.::..:. "i,,'~.a~~.i '-:':\.__:.Therefore, the same numberofennloYee~ and patrons w,ould be tr~Ýeling to ~~4from the

project site under Option B as would be uiÎêr Hie proposèdprojeci. 'HQWever, .coniared to the
. . ,,- _'-' : '. . -.- . ; _ . ,''- ." - '" ¡..., ': _' ,~_..,. :_;.:'.."...' .' '-. ) i

proposed project, Option B would differ in the orientation of the proPosed sthctures within the '

project site. As a result, th~il1Kr~s~legress. PRints up~er ¡A!FC~ccay~';~ ¥,Qnna,;pç4ifferent from

the proposed project.OptionB w()uldlçeep,the p.r9po~td projfft;.s)ngressànd ;e-ggtss point
from 83rd Stn~et; llo\ve~er, it~o~ld'~I~Pa~ .øøeegge~s,'P~~l~~P:~th~,prpPO~~;~0ft-SOUth
orientat.ed alley. Rath~r ,9Pti~?.~~~)Vopl~a4,~..ff .s~n, ,ln~r~s/,e.gee% .p,ipt;ai:,~~~:~t:tet: .

,', . , .' ".."."..,:,", '; '.:':.1,/ ", "::';;;';u,'.(i¡:~''':'':'' ;!"~' :.,,::,:".,:,';":ii1 .,',~;/(: ,,:-:/,"lj\'~;T:In analyzing traffcimPàct, the lòcatiórl'árid operation ûfthe pårkingstnctureal1d acces
~ -',,"- ':~,---:~' :.-- ':~"" :"':',:'~ ':':" -: ;:::","', ~__"î '..-:,':'~; .'. ,;:".,~::: '-"'. ':.points are critical factors.63 Similar to thep,r?pose. prôj~h~af'~,coInl1~,fr~nn the nort

. ,: '- .": ,,: . "". -' - - -' ~. ~' : ~ ' '.., - .' .. ,- ~'."" ':, . - -'.:"' -',' .:'.'

would continue to enter the parking strctrê aloiig 83mS'ttêet uÏÏøÚ Optioii i3::ÌÌowever,
.'-- :. '.' ..'-' '-- l.~"'~"; (.... :' "-" '.,c..i(l '.;'~,:-,'. ii;""~" .'. ':"i:n'" ',~

under Option B; traffccommg 'n-om theióùtt would eÎi.:er the parÌdg stcture along 84dd
Street, rather than entering along 83rd Street, as would occur under the proposed project. The
added ingress! egress point along 84 dd Street would reduce the amount of nortbound' right-turns

on Vermont Avenue at 83M Street, and northbound left-tums on Hoover Street at 83M Street,

63 Wntten correspondence with George Rhyner, Senior Tranportation Engineer, Crain & Assodates, Decembr
17, 200 (see Appendix J).
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J,

which would reduce the number of trips assóiate with these intersecions as compare to the
proposed .,proj~i;t4, rHQwever;, ,thes .ÏIacISwould' 'fiot 'be, reduce, to 'a-; ie~s..thn-significant
leveL. The 't)affc 'iinacts to '.the:'Øtbet'study' IImectionS'wòuld:rélin.thé :'same ,under Option

B and the prop()sedproj~t,~ Çoaaequen#y ~~t, aIIInllIl,the traffll, imacc. JiI)der Option.B,
;wòuldbe simiar to those under thepróposeøprojec.i:65 In addition,' Option B would be"
':._': ...... _: ,: '-~. ...:_ '~"~,'~"'''' . "':-'i'7i~': .-~.~ ,"~:~;-'i.f ;" ,...::;''';-:. ",reqttired t?', imPle~7ntK1iti~at!oii;-M~snTes,"~~:~.¥n~~,-t5~3.: .cWlth,iiilei;~lltaqO": of ttese
mitigation meastires, thè"'träffc' iriaèts;.ssóêiatèwiil ,öpüon R;\Voûtd: be 'JñHgate~f'toa 'less-

than-signifca~t leveL. As such,Opi:()~" Ifan4 thë'p¡'oppsè, projeë~ouldexperience siiar
. traffc impacts.' '. " ,', '. .,' '

"- .

.b) Would the project excee, either individualy or cunulatiLeey ,.8 ievef~f ~.s~~ce gtad3d,;. . . -;. .' r .:. "_ '..;. . . . ,': .~". . . "'," ".J '. ~
established by the coUnty congetioii;~~~~genl(~nt agea~y fol';' ccesigott" l-~ds or:
hi', ."gh' w8"YS?' . ,~, ,'" ,,'-;' " " \" ' .. ','..'",..:"y..'",;;.(, .

'. ',.. r ._~,... J.'_. .
. '

.... ". : .,r, .., ,
A significant impact may occur ,where':adopted"Califonna ~paI1iit.'dot-Tra~nation!d

~- :.'-': ','.. ',,".,; ,:"!.'~' """~'~' .... ',ò ~"
(CALTRANS) and Metropolitart IrâiiifAütòritý (MTA)'t:eshóIôs fòr'ä'šÎgñfièantprojëci
impact are exceeded.

Proposed Project

Les Than Si~fièat Impaêt.IIa~rdànCé\vithMtA Congestiol1M~gement,Program
. ..' ,'~ ,¡"--:' ,~ '" :~"~ - '."".::,.,:.! ., '.' ~'. :'.; . .'.... ,

(CMP) Transporttion, ~mpact "AnlyšiS (TIA),r~utrernrrts\, ~~ pOttntia, d~acrs of the

proposed project on the QvP freewayqqnitorïí locations 'and CMP anerial" iiW~rsecion
'. '_.". _ .: '. _ ~..:l! ..:...~_;_;:~ ,- ".'. .... .: - :;,,_,' .-_:,,..,. ~,;:-:_~

monitoring stations are evahiated below. "',,', ,

The Congestion Management Prögrarr(CMprwaselÌcted by the 'state Legislafitè rÒllowing the.'- - '-. " "- -.: "- " . '" -.' ',:' ...."''
passage of PropositiÓ1i 11 fIîrI99.'The'pttipsê"of the CMP is;to 3'ddtêSs't~e.impact of local

growth on the regionaltransPortHon"Sytem. 'The Los ÀÀgeles çOuntY' Metropolitan

Transporttion Authoriy' (MTA)~ theiOcÌcMp'ágéiièy,'ha' dès'igmted' 1: líigh~áy"'network tht

, includes all stte highways and, principal ;;rterials 'Yjiii~ the ÇQllty, ,alqng witt Ji;a,fff1 monitoring
'.:' -_:: , . ~,~ ..'::¡:.; i:~~T :_,- '.:'.n :~:~:~ ._',; .;...t;!P_; _,,',-t_(,~,j '. :,.!,.i,_t..f.d:== ".

locations, Local jurisdic~~~i, .~re ,,~~,~~ir~to ~l!t?r the ~,~yl ;pf~ervi~ "st;a~àrds at the

designated locations within tlll~ netWork. If LOS :standards dtteriorate, then loçal jurisdictions
~'. .,~~' -'i ',. ....'...~~.~. ,,:' : .... .. ~,' ". ,..---,: .. ~.i:.-,"'., '.:. .:. ,;,.,

must prepare a deficiency plan to be in conformnce y¡~th the countywide plan.. ' . - ~ : -:: : .;. ,-' ,- :. "'- -. " . . . - .

. j

~ .'

64 Ibid.

65 Ibid.
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CMP Arteri Intersection Anysis

" "The: lQCLCMP, requites, tht al, QMP,dnterseoions; be. anayze where'.:a projeCt wòuld, likely, ,
"add,;~O,(rmore trips:dupng,.tte.ipeabhours,.;"There'are cuendyatotàl of siX arterial CMP

. monitoring intersectioOSfloaate withapproXitely four nÛles of 
the 'project site~..

" ' .-. '. .~.-.- ':~. : .:' , ,

, ,0 Manchester, Boulevard. and LaBrea Avenue: . . -: -':: .. .' ,-: ::'~_-' 4 . !. .' :'. - - .,' .' " ~ .': .1. '. . :.' ~_'_ .:, .

° Manchester Boulevard and CrênshawBouÎevard' ', ,. - - ..- _: _." - . - - '. ¡. , . , '. i;'¡:., I. _'.- , ,~
° Manchester A veIÌut àndV eiííiont Avenue'

. ..'
:' . -~ :'.

.....;,. '!
~., .~ i:' ..

" n' '0" Màn'ëií~rerA veíiûeand'Ä.~;iiórtBoulêvard'

,",; '. :
. . ~

:''-'''.. .,': :..- :A;:: ..... ..

,," ." "o;,-Slauson Avenue andAläíedaStreet; "

';0 ",Firestone Boulevard:and A:amed:Street ' ,. . ,

. .' : " .:, ~,:., - . . r.. '.

A review of the project trip distribution and net project trffc additions to ,the study vicinity

shows.thL:the".pmposed;project wQuld' 'omy .' add, 50 or more trips to "the" ;intersèCtionof
Manchester Avenue and Vermont Avenue. As thi intersecion' isalready analyze' and has
recmmended mitigation to reduce the imact of the intersection to a less-than-significant level,
no further CMP intersection analysis is required. Therefore. a less-thán~šígnificant impact with

respect to arterial intersections w~)Uld occur ~

'"

CMP Freeway Anaysis r"-'

The MT A CMP program states tht a CMP freeway anysis must be conducte if 150 or more

trips attibu~ble.to theprop.s~~e;velqp~ent ai;eadded, to a maini?e rr~~ay IInitoring
; ioêiion íh'eitherdireciion'du'ñngthe AM or ~M ~Iè hour... , .,.

- . . -:: ' . ~ . ,7 :: ~." " " or ~ .; . "',. .:.;:.. '. . . .
,'.. 'l'IIee key'freêway 'segmêrits'--ô'thêpYoJCctvidÎÎt)w¿re IdenHflec åsCMP"~êéWaymonitoring

'StatiòIi: or lriterst3te i05 hetWeen Créi1lÏw Boulevardàiid VtrriOnt A \'enu~; (2)1nterstate

110 at Slauson, and (3) Interstate 105 at Manchester Avenue. As shöwnpreviotisly iii Figues
IV -9 and IV -10, the project results in less than ii50 .dreconal vehicles per hour Øuring both

:'-:';;--" ..:.-...._. - .-: '-'- :. '-.f;: _., .," ::- _'-: ;:hi'~:.~' ::'. - :'" .'. . _ :~ ',':' .
the AM' and PM'pealêhóurs.Therefore, no furier trffc analysis on CMP mainline freeway

monitoring 'Iocatióii i(requiredandCMi?fteê",ay imactsare'conside~~ to be less thn
significant.
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Option B
'" ...:....: -. : -- - .! ~ '. .' .

Le 1lu,Sicat Jinpact. The dimensîoru~;gross/net. buildinflÖôr ';areä'and land uses

; :under Option'Bwould'lltte same 
as ¡those of'the proposeeLprojee:. Assuch,~'the'11umbr of

vehicle trips.:genefated.. by OptionB would be 'simarro the'própose -project"with:iteexception
of the nortbound right-turn on Vermont Avenue at 8300 Street and nortbound left-turn on
Hoover Street at 8300 Street.66 U nder'Option 'B,:théSe two~ httersectiônn would experience fewer

vehicle trips compared to the proposed project.,
, '~ ¡J. . ~".: ~ : "'.,.",.:.

The only CMP intersection whic~woulq ad,d,lOor ~retripsi~¥aDphester at Vernnt. This

intersection is already included'asonè o(thé llSiciy intérsèCtiô~;tirefore, under Option B,

, no furter CMP analysis is reatlired. 1n,,~d4itto~h,tht;r~ ,are :~o'fr~Y.aiY segmnts under Option. '" '-'- '., . ., ' . . - .
B in the project vicinity that would add 150 or more vehicle trips. Consequently, the CMP
intersection and freeway impacts underOption.B: would be;simiarto,thè proposed project. ....

c) Would the project result in a che in aiti-trnc,patter,;includi either an increae in

traffc levels or a chge in loction that results in substatial safety riks?
~ - ., : ~ . '. " ~(.~ ".l!~' . ~ ~ ..' L

This question wOtlld apply toa ,project only :if'it were:an:a~~ation,.relate;use;ôr would interfere
with air traffc patterns. , ", " ,"

, ,

Proposed Project
;'-.',' ..

.'- /.:ir.~n'-\~1'.' .'_ ::." _ .,....'.
No Impact. The proposed project does not include any aviation-related uSe nor is it locate in

an airport land use plan. Therefore, no impact would ocur. ;'

Option B
.; ~ .

No ImPact. The project site boQndaries'\l~aerôPtîoiÌ íf~rb tÍesanieas'~nder r~~ proposed
. 'i~.' ';- .:,.i ,f',_;-.. :/'... j:::'¡:::." :,::;,,';_~,",'.YL.) '~'_..; ,¡(.: ~~l ,.-'.,:'! ;'_._..~_J;project. In addition, the land uses under Option B dönot deviate from the proposed projec.

Therefort, ,Opti()fi:B wo~ldII()t jl1clude.anyaYJ:Jfipn;'r,el~t~::H~:~?~r;,b~:,IP9tt Iß; an êêlQ)rt land

use plaiiand no impact would occur, C9nsequently,QptJ~n)~i would,AAve¡¡,sirplarimpact as
the proposed project. .,

d) Would the project substati3ny' increae b~rds dûe':to adesigg feature 

( e.g~, sharp curves. - , '.' '. '_ __:,~" _-¡ j.: .::; .,--,_-:.-:J" -,.,-':'.: ~-;'" ~. -'" .or dangerousintt~rsections) oj-incompatible uses (e~g., farm eQuiPiient)?, - -'' ,, "
A significant imact may occur if a project includes new roadway design or Întfòduèe a new

land use or project features into an area with specific 'transporttion requirements and

66 Ibid.
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Î

:ahar-acteristicsththave not ben: preyiously,' experience, in:' tht ,area,'ør if project' accs or
other features were designe(Hn'sucha way-.asto create hazard conditionS.' ' ".'

l
Proposed Project

j

\

,"n' No .Jnnpact.Project ingress 'and-egtess intotheproposedparkin,stcture 'would 00 'provided

i_",,~" ,by~ß~d:St:eet. In addition, a secnd egress poin would 'be locted,in' the:;proposed.east-west
,.orjentatedaUeyway;. In,order toaccrrte the ingress and egrees'points, ,the propos

'project, would, recnstrction, the, roadwayseggnts. adjacent to, tteproject sìtê~in addition to

;:;the, two.alleywaysJocated :within the 'project.site. ,,', As part of the South:.centtLo~ Angeles

';:;:,., ',. "Community 'Plan, 83rdStreetis classified. as ,a locl steet. ' ,Accrding to;,the stadards ,set by the
nn " "Çity of !Los Angeles 'Bureau,Of. Engieerlng,i an additioIIk8.5' feet :òfright::f"way':woiild be

:~¡:'J ~j1" :dedicated to ,the existing'83rdStreet,'right-of-.way, which is,adjaceIILtothe'prøject;,site. This
would result in a 30-foot wide,half.,street right"'f-way. The roadwayitseILwould,be:widened
by 4.5 feet, to provide an 18-foot wide, half-roadway.

'. :; , ' . , .-: .....,. i';,..-j..: ",-: ;;;.', . ~..;.: . "', ":"

!

As part of the South Central LOs Angeles Community Plan, the, portion of Vermont Avenue
,,'. ',"near the project: site 'isdåssified'as a' collector Street. · :Curentl y ; Vei-ìit A ftííiiè ,is'S7 . 5 feet

wid~~:a:half-streetTight-6hvay,which inelúdeshalfofthè IIin+óadwaý/aswtii "ás~tbe entie, ,
east frontage roadway. In 201, an :.ägreementwaS reached for àprevious' pröpó~èdproject,

which included the project site. Under the term of tht agreementall,e~t~gus~ on ,the
project site tht utilze on-street parking and frontge road accs along Vermnt Avenue would

, be remo~fd. Inaddition",the fronCCge road'oay and, separator island w9lÙd aa~,:!?e n;nnved and

~0~5-footright-ot-way would be vacated. The prop?sea,projeccVlould~bidd to,,he,provisions
()r~is ~greement.

i
J

'.,

!

1

__.c---.

, ,
The prop?sed projectwòuld also require the vacatl~~ of tIe alleysegments"l~t#',\ithin the
projèCt site. The vacations would include the nort-south orientatoo alley segment'which runs

; - ;. - . i: _' ~ r :' : '.~;;,
between 83rd aud 8411 Streets, as well as the segmnt of the eat-west oriêíítated' alley, which

parallels 8300 and 8411 Streets. The nort-south orientate alley would be r~la~,:,~y a new

alley to be dedicated along the eastern portion of the project site. The existing east-west

'aritl,tatedaUty wQWd therefore. be shortned and termnate at the uew'nort"soúth'örientate
alley. ,~tandardcorner cuts would be provided at this intersection. Someadjustmeuts to the
,project site pIan may.Je,required" ,but these adjustments ' are not ahticipate.tø'affectthe project

siz or access locations.

Overall, only miimal roadway modifications are neeed to servethe,proposed,P. roject and no. '." .-' '--. - r:
hazardous design features would be introduced intotheprojeçtc\r~. Furthermore, the

proposed project would consist of an offce use, fast-food restaurant 
use and parking structure,

Manchester Vermont Village
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City øfLos Angeles Commty Redelopme Agency """
'.' "., , March 2005

"aUøf,wruch are not considered new oland uses: tó ,the~ project area. ,',Therefore., no impaCt related
to an increaseinhazards due to,projecdesignfeatures:wOúldocur.:"".:::" ','

Option B
, I

..

--, NøImpact. " Compared to the proposed project;, øption 'B would differ'in theorieòttion of the
.propostdsttctures within, the project slte.'ÅS ;a 'resl4 thedììgress: and- :egteSsjJoiiits under

,Option B,would also be different:: Optiom:ßwould keep'!thè prqpse'ingres/egress point
along 83~ Street;,:however, itcwould;introduce,a ¡secnd, egress/ingess:pøint .alongi 84dd Street.

llo.wever ,inniil roadway moifications would 'be neeed to iseive"Option: B, resulting in no
hardous , design features, being introduce;-ito,\the.,:project:arëa:;(Furërtre~ ,the land uses

,,,associated:withOption ;Baresimilar to, the, propøsed' pr.ject:u,Thereførè, ,under' Option B~ no

,impacts relate .toclD _increase'iihazards due 
to; design: teánies::would 'Or , ' Consequently, the

proposedptoject and 
Option B would have,a simar'iract;', ,,\~,i:,

..

,
"

e) Would the project result in indequate emergency accs?
:~~'i~ ~j(~":

i" "i'¡~;' ;1,,,,,

A sign,ificant ii~ct Iry',occur ifaprojeçtclesjgn~qll1clnQtproYlde;~IIi:gtncy aCÇss meeting
the, require~ents, of the LAFD, .or in any 9nn~r,way~,tteateaed ,the,abilty,9f einrgency vehicles
to access and serve the project site or adjaccntU$S.
. - - . - .. .' '. . -, '.' ~.r ~ ~ ,

Proposed Project .~'.'; . ",~' ~ .' "'. .

:1:' ,... '.' ,-.
No Impact. As described ii 'SeCtioÎi'13(ã) (Fire:'piötetiÖn)~::Mitigáii6n' M&sîites, adequate

emergency aCcss would' beprávided'by' the, piop6sed' ptÖjêtt, Fúiiëmire~'åsdiscussed in

Section 15(d), no inadequacies in site access have ben identified by fue Ttamt Impact Report

(Appendix I). Furthermore, with implementati~1l of. the ,mitigation :msure identified in.' ".' :',:.' ..'-, 
, :l~';. '_~'. ::-",~~',-" :,,~'.",:.~:-... '.Section 15(a), adequate project acCCs and circulaiion w~uld beensuree. Tlleiefore,no impact

'. . ':' .' , '. . . i'.;..., ;! :_'" .'," .;.~)- ..;l"._, '" ~¿; ..,!~... ;';'-:l:would occur. ' , ,', , ,
'¡:. -~.~, ...~..;(~ ;:'-~,~..'-' ..'

Optidn'B .'.. .
'0 ;',.,:, .'

-: ~.j;.:::~ i..-~. ".,.', .:-":ln,i

No Impad. Compared to the 
proposed project, üptiÒlrB:wortldidiffet in the orientation of the

proposed strctures ,Within the project site, However," sim.lar ,to the;jJtöposed project, with

implementation of the mitigation meaures identified in Sootion:'13(à) 
(Fire Protetion),

adequate emergency, acces' would be ensured under Optiøn:B. "Furterìre, with

implementation of the mitigation measure identified in Section 15(a), adequate projec access

and circùlation would be ensured under OptionB. 'Thtrefòr~,IJ.nder Option B, no impacts

related to an inadequate emergency accss would ocui. COriequently,' the proposed project
'"and Option B would have a similar impaêt.
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'i
i

f) ,'.,' Reeuut in indeqate pakicapacity? \ ~'

,p.. ,.::'~)r-~ '-;:~ ~ ¡/-\".:':,~:.~~.;..~'i~:"':~-! _:"C:~'..~...:l~'_-~ ':_~'';.' '.:'" .:_!:.~~_~:;.~,/ -:' k..... .:'!'~ ..,:',;...::.1'::,.....'-. ::..,..-"

'j- A¡:~faafi~nt ~a.~t, w:~:)U14PCGl1Jjfth~pr.~ppsepr~j~tresnlte ii.inadequate,parkg capacity

b~~,,~pop.CoUIJty,~~ feq~i,reff,nn~"''¡i'' ,c "~),'. '...:.'

J

j

PropoÙÍ1 Projecr

No Impact. The County's parking requirement for the'¡br6ppseptujec iŠ'(4.5 spaces per
1,00 square feet of rentable space. The proppsed proj~t woultt pravlde 22(,OO ggoss square

. . ;- : '- .. " , .:" ~; - -' - .. '!: '-.:: , ....' ',' : .:_ i . . .....'.: '. ' i- - : '. \ .' J.' ,
feet, 200,00 of which would be renrabIë: Therefore, ,under the CoUnty requirements, the

. ,proposed projepi;wouldbe,::req~!rec Joprpvidd9OJ1,.5,~'l200;~+J.())?:P4rking spaces.

,,', ','. J!aclerttte , Ll\~1.G, .' We:parkig nrtquiren:ntJ()r ,~~ reqe"elppme--t.11rta.- is"~Q¡,spacc,per 1,00
' '" ' ,'. ~qu~re f~t .(OLiQ072~p;;~~)t.,~~l)~e~~i:tÏ~:ççano/ 'rt~uii'ein~hp~qy~des Inoreparkig than the .1

reeey,elopmeptarea rtgtlirç--eni. J~~,pr0P!sedproJ~t.l"Qllld provl~ tlle .required 90 parking
spaces, and tterefore,noii~ctiwQlldoçar. , " ."

-"..:r'( ~. . '. , .- : ", . -.,'

';

l
i
J

1

J

1

j

optiòn B
..- -. ~ -..!.I'~ , : ",(

',: .;

No Iripact. Coìnaied to the prdposêdprojêCt~ öpi:ìÖii:iB ",oú:M differ in 
the oriêiltiön of the

proposed' structures .,' within :thep¡'oject'sitb. ,"'The: 'dínéííidnS~; -gfossínecbJíidîrig square floor

area, and land uses under O~tionl3 would 
be the s,ame, as those ()f the proposed project.

Therefore, similar to 'the propose4 próject, oPtion B would also provide 90' parking spaces,

meeting the 'i~q~irements oiLos~gèiês' C~unty. "i\~ :suctt,¿() impa~t wo~ld occur.
. :" : __: ,-:' ' -, _.. .,:: ; : " _'. ,.... :.: , : ;-:: :-,: . ,', _ _ '. ,.1 ~ _. '_ .', ..

Consequently, the proposed 'project and optìôiiB wouid hcve a sImlar impact.., . .- ., . '- . . ',.. . ,- . .~' . , " .' . ' -
g) Would theprojeèt coiiCtwìth àdopted;polides, plan,'ôrproggsupportg Option

;tranporttion'(e~g.,btts tu'OOouts~bicýclërncks)?'

A significant impact may ocur if a project would conflict, with adopux polices or involve
mooifidtiori. of existing 'Optióiffiài1Pöriclort la,ciitiès ;loëtixlÓii~Öl-'Óff-iítt~: "

.." ~ ' . - ~ ~ ~ .',:1::

Propost:d Project

No Impact. ,As an offce devtlppment"..bepropçstXpfoject is natexp~tedto ccnflict with
adoptedpolic~es,plcans orprograasuppartng Optton transorrttOii. ThefoUowing is a

discussion of the existing p((blictraiiortation, wllch, serves the .projectsite, none of which
would be altered.

The Los Angeles COunty Metr0PQIitan Transporttion Authority (MT A) 
and City of Los

Angeiès Department of Transporttion (LA DOT) provide thee"isttng public, transit service in
the vicinity of the project site. The MT A has developed an extensive system of Metrolink and
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..- "'.....~ "'''"". . .,..- .-

bus routes serving the South Centrl Los Angeles: areaL The ligt-r-alGreen aìd B1ue~Lines are, ,
located approxitely two mies southand east of the projec, respetively. In addition, several
'MTA bus';routes, are withn" :rëasoiìbìé :wå:lking diSIîcè 'or: 'the pibjêêt sire; 'which 

could be
utilze by employee and patrons of the proposéd ij'fojêC~, "The'iJoot ál~';:opbhite'one line

, in the vicinity of the project site. When transfer opportities betw~n IÍ'75 ~e,utilze, much
. ;, ¡. : ~,: ,-, r.'. '. \ ".

of the ,Los Angeles metropolitan area is withn reach via the trin andJor bus routes readily

availabl7 near the project site. " , ", , ,

Tiié fórlöwing transit lin~ serveilè :~dý arê::'
...';.' " .'~

" , ', '

MetrolinkBlue Liíe- The nlue'Lile 'is"'aCCsibleVia,"me Firesone':, StátÎoíC which is

,approxitntelytwomies eat,öf'ttê projec'šlt'e;: 'Thi D'ótt~uth'oti6iit3teiinéätènds from
the 7thMetro, Centerštop;' though DöWWöWW' I.s'-AAgelee: :arid rerntes' at iheTdnit Mall'~. . , :
Stâtion: in Long' Beilêh.' The piôjec'site ::is iCoii&te,to :tlê'nIueLfue"tia: ¡thfMT A' bus line, ,
115/315. At the 7thletro Center stop, iôcte(látil~iitersêcon óf1il Stfeetan:crFigueroa

Street, the Blue Line Jin with the Red and Gold Li, providing accs to Nort", ,ao,llywoo, ,
Uiiiversal City, Wilshire District, Union Station and Pasadena. In äddition~ 'at the
lineriallWilmington stop" tl~,BIne: Lùùeli,witht:e GI"ee~,Line, pr~vjdingaccss to
'. - .. '. :'. ,- : . .- .. . " ....' ..'. : ,', .. _'.. '." : 'u .' . . - -.', .' ._' . '. .., '. '.~. . ' _. _ ,. . . . . .

Redondq Reacll,LAX and--ktw69. ,Thealue.Liie,opei;tt':between5:00 am tpl:QO am.
' -. '. : . , . . ;.'. . , ~- : .. ;',. . .' ", . -; l" , : '- , - ; : . " i, .. ' , '." " . . _ '. .' '. . '. ' .' ':

,"

,
': !

, :

t

¡

i
1

.:i

, .-.
: ,_ , .... :',' -; :":"'-- ..~ ;.~ .: i ': fT, i.i.: ': 0':'.' ,~': .-:-- ." .'. . .. ; _, . ". ',. ;Metrolink, Green Line - The Green qp.e' is' acèsiblê via, tle ,V~rmont~tati91l, ,which is

¡approximately three milesso~tÍÍ of the pì-ójt;t's"itè: Thu~t-\Veet ori~Iltat~-iine extends from

Manhttn Beach, throÚgh South, LÔs.!\nKe-as~ cáidte~~in"NoAvalkc ,','. ThePiO)~ site is. _. _ ' .': . '" -:' - ',: _ ", J, .'.' .". ' ",' _.
connected to the Green Line via fheMT AbüS lines 204 aiiêr754~d A.tthe Inerial/Wilmigton

stop, the Greeii Liielink~tth th~¡Qth~r . ~~ ;~xxstipg¡piil lyyes., prQviqlll&_accsto

Downtown Los Angeles, Long Bea(!h" ll~Ql1~9:l~s~,.ßnl,1YVaod" ançll;;i;dt99,.." The Green, ,
Line operates between 5:00 am and 12:00 am.

.j....,,',
:,?:,:j.:;' , . ,.. ~ ,I

Line 115/315 -:J¡,ine 1 15a1,5.. is ..:~p;; ~¥,trW~,;Rfi1:mmtR ;,9,~,-.r'Wt~;AAtprpv¡c,~!s~ice along

Manchester A venue in the project area. The lìne extnds from Playa Del Rey, to' the west,

through Westchester, lnglewood, South Los Angeles, South Gate, Downey andterrinates in

Norwalk. Line 115/315 operates between 4:40 am and 12:10 am on non-holiday weekdays,

with approximtely five to lO..minuteheadwaýs'dÚrIigthe peak pèriods. Lfue 1151315 also

provides limted service on weekeÍÍdsaridhòlidåys."~'1iie 'iÌeàrdt LineH5/31~(stòp to the
project site' is located at the. Manchester/VermoiimtersêdiOI1.u

,¡.

Line 204 - Line 204 is a nort-south orien~ed bus route thtpro~ides service along Vermont
Avenue from Downtown Los Angeles to south oflnterstite 105. Line 204 operates 24-hours a, ,
day on non':holiday weekdays, with approximte1ytO":rinute head 

ways during peak periods.
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'¡ ; ¡Line 20.also ,provides ,lirnted:service 00' weekends ;and ,holidays. The neaest LÍne. 20 stp to

the project site is locte at the Vemmnt/83id Street intrsecion. .::, ,

Line 442 - Line 442 is a nort-south oriented bus route tht provides'service 'along :Figueroa

Street and Manchester Avenue in the project area. Line 442 extends from Downtown Los, ,
Angeles to the South Bay Galleria Transit Station, and serves the Downto'ÝtiLOs.'Angeles,

South Los Angeles, Inglewood, Hawtorne", l.\Vlldale, TOrrnce. an~ Red?p,~o l3each areas.
, " .., ,,'.,' ", '.' " ,,' ," t, ",: ,.. 'Line 442 operates Monday though Friday during peak ooinüie peliods, with approxitely

:.2~ to)5-minutehead.ways. Tne nearest,Line 442st~p ttthe projecsite is loc;ted attpe

"Man~lle~~r/Vermont intersecti~~. .".. ' ,

;. _.-~ :.: (', , . , :"rLine754,-pn~ 754 i~,a :nprr:-spu~or~ented bus rout proyj~ingMe~o ~pjd:pr~Qrity service
along Vermont Avenue from Dowa.0wn.,Los An,8er~: tò"ao~ttof IIter,i;tate ,,05.;!Line 754
operates from 5:10am to 9:00 pm on non-holiday weekdays, with approximately five to 10-

'minute headways during peak periods. Line 754 also provides limited servieeon'weekends and
holidays. The nearest Line 754 stop to the project site is located at the Manchester/Vemmnt

j illtersectibii. : , '
',., DASH.. VermontiMaia - LADQT's DASH VefontlMàin route' provides' ,loop'ser:ice , àlong

,yermont Avenue, Century Eoul~vard,Main Street, Gage Avenue, Hoover:Street .and Slauson
: Avenue inSoiith Los Angeles. The route 

operates from 7:00 am to,7:00'pm on non-holiday

weekdays, with approximtely five!tQ lO:-minute headwaysduringpeak periods. DASH
Vermont/Main also provides limited ser-ice on weekends and ',holidays. 'The nearest DASH
Vermont/Main stop is located at the Vermont/83id Street intersection:

The proposed project is not expected to conflict with adopted policies, plan, or programs
d supportng Option transporttion; Furterniore, as discussedahòve;severalroutes operated by

thé MTA and the LADOT are withìn walkig distaee'to the 'project site. Therefòre, there

'¡'wouidbe no inìpact to adopted pbliêiesor éxitmg option triipòrttion'råcilities:'"

(Jption B

No Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would differ in the orientation of the
proposed structures within the project site. The dimnsions, gross/netbuilding square floor
area, and land uses under Option B would be the same as those of the proposed project.

Similar to the proposed project, the development of Option B wouldnot modify åriy existing

Option transporttion facilities. The location of the project site actual encourages the use of
public transporttion, due to the many bus routes tht are accessible adjacent to or near the
project site. Therefore. Option B would not conflct with adopted policies or plans which
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support Option trnsporttionand;:noimpact would 
ocr.. , "Coììquently. the propose project

and Option B would have ,a simadmpact. ",.",.';" "..

.;""ClJulativ,e bnpacts ,.1.';. .

See Section l~(a).. '

i6~d UTILITIES AND sERVICE SYSTEMS

....,;" -. ~: : . .-'.,....

j .'

..
,'..' ",'u

a)
, , ~

Would theproject'exceerl wastewater tretmeni requuen,ts'df'lîlè"áppÍicabIe:Regona

Water Quality Control Board?"," ,- '/~ ~!;:,: '~:¡ï!',"

, .

Asignificani impaCt wòÌíldoccur if th¿projectexc: £Wást&iitet.:tt~trnf::rèqû¡témentsof

" the applicable RegionàìWàter QQali't'COIIttdi BBara:' ¡ ': ,",;,' :." s', :;
, "

i: , , '..i. ,
i

~; . ~! i ~,'; , ',.. ',": '. .
, ,

~;,
" '/'

Proposed Project ..~.~1j _.; ::;
."

... ¡ ';' , ..-~ ~ -. .'

I. .

Les Than Signficat Impact. Wastewater from th proposed project would¡bbconveyed via
municipal sewage infastrctue maintained by the Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation to the
'Hyperipn Treatment Plant (H1JP). (For fuer discussiôii of the'Sew,age'""ysiiintlt,serves the

project site, see Section 16()). . The;HTP is apublid.;fàèilty and; thëtéfore/is;S:bject to the

State's wastewater treatment requiremeI:ts., 
Wastewater ; from , the ,prØjeètrsite 'isa'Id would

continue to be treate according to:the wastewaoor treatmnt 'requirements,edforce by the

LARWQCB. Therefore, a less-than-signfioontimpacnvouldoccur:' , ,

Option B '. ,. . .
'Les Than Signficat, Im~çt. CompareØto ttt.propos~,project, QptiOI:~'would;only differ
in the: orientatiQn ofthepropos~L;;ttcture~ ,with,iiqhe".project site. J11tfefore,:sI-ar to the. " . .
¡proposed projeçt, ,wa~t~.water,generate4.,,¡IJy. lQptjoIl;J~ ~()~l~,,:,:))ei t.~e# ..'llt HTt:;:Which ha. -.' .'.", -'" ....._.' - -, " , . .' , ,- '. -. . . " ,
suffcient capacity to serve the proposed projec (see Section 16(b)). ,Therefore, neither the
proposed project nor Option B would have a substantil adverse effect on wasteWater treatment
requirements, and a less-than-significant imact would ocur.

, .

"

Cumulative Impacts

See Section 16(b) below.
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.: W Quldthequ.'ojeçrequire;¡ lOr;) '.resLIn, the: constmctionofÚiewwater"or;'wastewater
',trea,toent facities:or:expaioRlof.extig facities"the'conslnnctonof.wbicl ,cottd cause

signficc envitonnenta¡-effects?,c , ' ,', ," '

A significant impact may occur: if a projec would increasewaterconsun;'tion or wasttwater

generation to such a degree tht the capacity of facilties currently serving the 
projec ,site would

be exceeed. '" .,:' , ' " , . , , "
", .. ....'j :'~.

"

Proposed Project, ','
", ~-; . ;. ; j', l.: ~':. ;¡ ~.

'-0' .JL;Tt " :/.,-~.' ,
. , ~ . ",".

¡ ~ . ~.. :
" ,', ;, ; . .,! .; .. ,;. '.- ~ ~::

, Water Treetrrnn Faciltiel,nn4lfisting ITfastru''re"" .. ,- - :,' . .. ',' " . ¡.. , .. ~ ¡ , ~ .:-- ,- ., . . . - '.,... .. .,
:,. ~.~ . !: . ~ .;, .; '.-. . ,'"

:",~".,.'~'i':-".,~ ,_'i;~, ..:'i-~...:.i..,:~ . ~'.., ;:.:...õ,..:..../ :~,' ;',: -,';",', :".':, ::::.... -(:,.;.,,~, ~',i'¡,. .::.. ;.:.._;-:,:, ~, ~'~d ;:.~.~.';. .'
'LesTha' Signficat,lllpäêL U 'TheL9s Aneles bep~rtëiit. of Water and Po\yer (LWP)

'..l ..... : _: , . .~ ,-' !.; '. -! :; i .. . '. " . ¡. 1. ~ .:1 . .;'. : ; . :'. / ; '.,- ':'.' .~. .'. .: : : '.r-.- .,' .. , i:) i:.-."; ,.:'.: . -'. ~ .~: -:~::.. :"_. ':.., ~';' ',;, L:~.: "~ ..'.: c.. J..:..IJ ( .. ,',:
' eriures reliabiltý and quålity of its water 'supply though ,an exxeiiiye ~isbütiga system tht
;! -,'.\ -:'.. ...,'" -:.":-._'-' (-.;,. ; ~"""': '.~.,~ -::,:'; ,'-. '::"'," q; .:~.):'..,¡-¡.;-;,..~ -'S:i' ..' ,r.~~".- ;'" .

inCCiides'more than 7 , 100 mile(ófpipe~, iire ttn '100 'störage ~~ :aiid 'reSeIvoif~,~ithin the
. :" -., ;; , " r '.' . _:: - :'. ..,. .... .: .. . . . : . ;,;:, ; .. :' ~ .., . .' '.. í. . ,: . ....:. :"",;. :, :"' _~

City, and eight storage reservoirs along the Los AngèleS' Aquëdiict. 67 Much oftle water flows
flQrth to south, entering Los ,Angeles at tJe Los, Angeles l\qu,educc,f.ilationJ~iæ.t: (LAAP) in. -.' . :; .', .- , .. ..... '. , : .,.'. .. '. .;~. '., ;._. . ., . . ,'.' . , ~ '.. . 1 ',' "'-".' . ~. . _ _' .. .' ~.

Sylmar,\ybiPlJ, . ls,; p'fned, ;md opefated,;;by LAD~~,., 'W~ter ,,~ntti;,g.Jbe,JfM\g; midèrgoe

trtatment .cc,und,iij.fection, befar,~ b~¡l1g dispiite 'tbÓllg~gattJ~.~An~i' ~,;Wat!! SerVice
Area. 68 Tbe.LA~p,ils a' ,,~pacity ',tc tfeet~pproxilItel;y QO mtlijp,ii gàt.lo., YY"per, . qay (ind)

and is., currenty operatin,goat 75 percent of itsaapacity.69 ,Therefore..,the"LLl=,has,the abilty
: . -', '. .. ~ ..' -, ':,. . . . '" . . .. . ".. .."_ ..'. "r". ....'. '. :" _ ..'. ..

to treat an . additional 15Q 
rnd of water. AA. sQch~ iqqlementatipn pf iie prppos.ed,prQjectis not" ",- - . ," ". . - . ,.... . . .

expected to ',measurably reduce'th facilty's capacity, therefore, no new, or expanded water

treatment facilties would be required. As such, with respect to water treatterttfacilties,' the
proposed project would have a less-than-significant imact.

With respect to, water. inastructure" ,Water is provided t04heproject site' by,~a: 'J2:;inch;èat iron
main.in Vermont.Avenúe~,an eight"inch,cast.itøn inin in,83nnStreèt~;'whichpemms?at;the alley, a

six-inchcastji:ofl, main jn83~: Sp;-et,whiCCic,'begins at:1t,:¡aey':and roJJillSYe~~ai¡d, and a

six-inch cast iron main in 841h Street, which begins at the alley and,coIItinues,.e~ard~~~.Based

.. .-, '~" ":,'_i)..;:;:'_:' :.\ ". '-

67 City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Central and Eatern Los'Angles' 

Water QulityAlUua
Report, 2003, page S

- "~ '. .

68 Ibid.
;"-'

69 E-mail correspondence from Nadia Dale, Environmntal Specilist, Department ofVlaler and Powetòl the

City of Los Angeles, Decembr 3, 200. ".",

70 E-mal correspondence with Nadia Dale, Environmental Specialist, City of Los Angeles 

Departnt of Water
an Power, October 25, 200.
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on the capacity of these water mains, it is expected tht nonewinfrastrcnnre'wollld nee to be
constrcted ,or ,expanded, to "accmmdate the proposed,project.71'-As: such;" with Tespect to
water infrstrcture, the proposed project would have a lesiHhan:.significant impact.

Wastewater Treatment Facilities and Existing Infrastructure, "

The Los Angeles Department of Public Works (LADPW) provides sewer service,tothe project

area. Sewage from the project site is conveyed via sewer infastrctre to the Hyperion
Treatment Plant (HTP). Since 1987, the HTP has capacity for full secndary trèatment.72
Currently, the plant treats an average daily flow of 362 milion gallons per day (mgd), and has
capacity to treat 450 mgd.73 This translates 'intda iexminingcapacity u--88 II1gd of wastewater

tht can be treated at the HTP. As discussed in Sectioii) 6( e) b.~l()'Y.', ,the pr()p~sed project
'would generáte 2'32,484gpd ofwastewãter. Therefore, thë,HTP '~öuld2:iv~~deq~ate capacity

. :.' , , . - -"- ' - ' " ,~-' -. :'; L:; :,:') " ': -;: ,- '. .'_:'.:;". :~to serve the proposed project As such,_ ,~ith resPect to wastewater treatmen~fa~ilties, the

proposed project would have a less-thaii-significant impact. ,,' " . ' ' .' " ,

With respect to wastewater infrastructure, wastewater :S~rvice is' provide¿1 to the ptöject site by

an eight-inch sewer lines underneath83rd and 84l1Street. TheSe' eìght~ìn~hseweli1nesfeed into

the 27-inchsewer line located inVermbn:: Avenue. BasedonthecipacitY"dfthês~'sèwer lines,

it is expected that 'no new or expanded sewer infastrctUre Would bcineeed to aêoommodate

the demand generated by the proposed project.74 As' such, with respect to wastewater
infrastrcture, the proposed projec' would have a less-than-siggificant Iiact:

Option B

Les Tha Signficat Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ
in the orientation of the proposed strctres withi the project site. The dim~nsionS~" gross/net

building square floor area, and . land usesunderOptioli B would be.thesameasthose of the
proposed project. Consequently, the numer of 'employees to be relocated to', the project site

71 Phone conversation wZth Joe Porras, Engineer, Harbor District Squa, Los Angeles Departnt of Water and

Power, November 30, 200.

72 City of Los Angeles Departnt of Pulic Work, Bureau of Sanitallon: Hyperion Treatment Plant, websZte:
http://ww.laccty.org/SAN/htp.htm. December 6, 200.

73 City of Los Angeles Department of Public Work, Bureau of Sanitation: Major ACllvilles, websZte:

http://ww.laccty.org/san/sanmact.htm. December 1, 200.

74 Letter correspondence, Adel Hagekhll, Division Manager, City of Los Angeles Wastewater Engineering

Servces Division, Bureau of SanZtallon, October 21, 200.
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would remain the same under Option Bas compared to the proposed project, resulting in a

simiar impact upon existing infrastrcture and facilties.' Assuch,LADPWand Bureau of
Sanitation have adequate infrastrcture to accmmodate Option B and a less-than-significant

impact would 'occur. Therefore, neither the proposed prôjëCtnor OptionB would have a
substàntialadverse effeCt Onwatèr 'or wastewater' infrastrctUre ~

Cumulative Impacts

Water Treatmem Facilities and Existing Infrastructure

Les Than Signficat Impact. As discussed in Section 16(d), the proposed project and 27
related projec would generate a demand for 278,021 gallons of water per day. The remaining

daily capaGity of the LAAFP is 150 milion gallons of water per day. Therefore, the LAAFP
" wouldhaveadequåteèapacity to.treat the water demande(f'by the proposed project and related

projectsárida less-ttn~significantllact 'woiild occur. 'In addition, the potential need for the~ . '- :,' " - . - - ' - -,' ,-,.- - :' , -' , - - - " '.
related projects to' iipgràde water: liIi~s to aëcoindatë: their water needs is site-specific and

there i!Hitte, if any , cumulative relationShip between the development of the proposed project
and the related projects. Therefore, no cumulative water infrastrcture impacts are anticipated

from thedeveloprrentof the proposed project' and the related projects.

In addition, as Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed structures within
the project site, and thus would generate the same demand for water infrastructure. Therefore,
the cumulative water treatment facilties imact associated with Option B and the related
projects is also exPected to be less thn significant.

Wastewater Treatmem Facilities and Existfng Infrastruure

Les Than SigQficat Impact. As.dscussed in Section 16(e), the proposed project and 27
relateq"prøjects would generate 232,484 gallons of wastewater per day.'" The remaining ,daily
capacity : of, the ,HTP is,88 millon,gaUonso of wastewater' per day. Therefore, the, HTP would
have adequate ,capacity to' accommodate the wastewater' generated 

by the proposed project and
related projects and cumulative waste water treatment impacts would be less-than-significant.

There is the potential that the proposed project, in combination with the related projects, could
contribute to sewer main capacity problems. However, se~er main capacity is a citywide issue
that cannot be addressed by an individual development projector projects. Rather, projects pay

sewer service fees which are used for sewer maintenance and repair, amongst other things.

Payment of such fees would mitigate each project's contribution to any cumulative impact.

In addition, as Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed strctures within
the project site, and thus would generate the same demand for water infrastructure. Therefore,
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the cumulative wastewater treatment facilities imact associated with Option B and the related
,projects is also expected to be less than significant.

~, '

(c) Woulti the project require or result i. the construction ,of n.~w,stofI water ,drge
facities or expaion of exitig facilties, tiie construction of which 

,could cause signficat
enviromnenta effects?

A significant imact may occur if the volume of storm water runoff increases to a level
exceding the capacity of the storm drain 

system serving the project 'site, 'to the extent that
existing facilties would nee to be expanded.

Proposed Project

-,
No Impact. Runoff from ,the proposed. project~ would, be C(llecte,pnnite"ancl, directed towards' , - ..- , - " .
ex!sting storm drains, whicll are located near the ,intersection pf ,8~nfand Yermont. The project

, site is current:y almost entirely paved, offeri,ng litte permeable,snrfaceare,a for 
,storm water.

With construction of the proposed project, the aa0u.nt ofpenn~abl~ßuracts on the project site
would remain the same. As such, the amountof atorm waterRIiioff wOtlld remain the same
and could be adequately handled by the existiIli¡~torm water drainnge facilities. Therefore, a
less-thn-significant impact to storm water draInge facilties would occur.

Option B

. ,:
No Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B; would only differ in the orientation
of the proposed structures within the same project site. The project site is currently almost

entirely paved, offering litte permeable surface area forstorm water. With the dtvelQpment of

Option B, the amount of permeable surfaces on the project site would remain the same. As
such, the amount of storm water runoff would remain. the 

same ,and could be' adequately

handled by the existing storm water drainge facilities. ' Therefore, a'less-than-significant
impact to storm water drainge, facilties would'occur.COnsequently,nêither the proposed
project nor Option B would have a substantial adverse effect on störnwater-drainage systems.

Cumulative Impacts

See Section 8, Hydrology and Water Quality.

Manchester Vermnt Village

Final Initial Study

IV. Environmental Impact Analysis

Page lV-159



City of Los Angeles Commty Redelopment Agency
March 2005

(d) Would the project ,have signcat W11ter supplies 
avaiable to serve the project from

exiting' entitlements, and resources, ,or 'are new or expaded entitlements neeed?

"

, ,, , ," ,
A sign;ficant impact,~y;occur if a project were to increase water consumption to such a

çlegree ,that new \\~ttrsource' ,would nee to. be identified, or that existing resources would be" '.' '..
consumed ata pace gr~~ter than planned for by purveyors, distributors, and service providers.

¡\
Proposed Project

"

i¡,
:1

LesTll Signficat Impact. The Los Angêles Departent of Water and Power (LADWP)
is responsible for providing water service to the project site. Overàn, any project tht is

consistent with the City of LOs Angeles ~eneral Plan has been taken into account, in the planned

gro~ waterd~tn~d. , Th--; City, of ,LôsAiig~leS' water supply comes from local'groundwater

sources, tbel.s" AngeIes-OwensRi"er Aqueduct, and water purchased from the Metropolitan
. ., , ' .': _' - ,.f. ..' -, .. '; , -_;,'.'" ~ r ~ ; ':' , ' ',~, ,

Water District,of Sôutheri Cal~fornia. These thee sources, along with recycled water, wil

'supply the CiiYOf Losf.ngéles"~aier nees fòr many years to come.

'~

¡;
i

Waterëonsumptiò'r for the proposedprojëct was estimted from wastewater generation factors.

In order to present a conservative analysis, water consumption is assumed to be 120 percent of
the wastewater generated for a given land use, as determined by wastewater generation rates

recommended by the City of Los Angeles. The estimated net increase accóunted for the
existing land uses on the project site. As ,Seen in Table IV-25, the proposed project is projected'-. - --. "
to co~umea net increase of;approxima.tely 39,198 gallons of water per day (gp).,;

Table IV-25
Éxiting and PropOsed Water Consumption

Exsnn .fj,sès::,
:c ~t;nnercial ,',

Studio Multi-Fam, ,- . ,
Pro osed Uses

Fast-foo Restaurantb

Offce Buiding

Chid Care Center

826
2,016

1,440
39,600
1,00

42,040

(2,842)
Total Net Increas 39,198

a 120percent of the wastei.er gelUraaion raaesfrom the Draft LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, May 14,1998.

4,00 s . ft.
220,00 . ft.
100 children

b The fast-food restaranJ gelUraaion rate was used as a worsH:ase scenario.
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Sections 1091O~ 10915 of the State Water Code describe the tys ofprojects which require a

jurisdiction to obtain a water 
supply assessment, ensuring tht watersupplywould'be adequate

to serve the project. Accrding to these sections, a project consisting of 500 or more

residential units, 500,00 square feet of cOimerciallretailspace or 250,00 square feet of
commerciál offce building space, require a water supply assessment. As the proposed project
doèsnot meet any of these descriptions, it is not required to obtain a water supply assessment.75
Nonetheless, the LADWP anticipates that it can provide suffcient domestic water supply with
the existing infrastructure to accomrdate the proposed project.76 However, furter detailed
gauging, and evaluation of the local lilles, capacities would be determned during the permt
application process by the LADWP. , ""
Neverteless, due to Sttewide drouggtconditlons in the mid~1970s ancllate ..~80s, there is a
nee for water conserVation in periods of water shQrtge. The LADWP recinmends tht water',. '... "-", .
should be conserved at all times, beuse effcient use of waterallows . increased water for use
in dry years and makes water available for beneficial envtronmentaI uses. Although the
proposed project would result' in a less-than-signcant . impact upon water supplies, the
following mitigation measures are recommtndedto reduce, furter; the proposed 

project's
impact.

Mitigation Measures

16~ 1. The landscape irrigation system should be designed, inslled, and tested to provide

uniform irrigation coverage for each rone. Sprinnerhead patterns should be adjusted
to minimize over spray onto walkways and 

streets. Each zone (sprinker valve) should

water plants having similar watering needs (do not mix shrbs, flowers and turf in the
same watering zone).

16-2. Automatic irrigation timers should be set to water landscaping during early lIorning or
, " . _' , ~.' i. _ . .late everiing hours to reduce water losses from evàp?ratioII. Adjust irriGa.tionmn.ti!les

for all zones seasonaH y,. reducing watering. times, and. frequency in, toe Cooler month

(fall, winter, spring). Adjust sprinker timer runtimes to avoid water runoff, especiàiiy
when irrigating sloped property.

75 E-mail correspondence with Alvin Bautista, Civil Engineer Associate, Los Angeles Department of Water and

Power, November 1, 200.

76 Phone conversation with Joe Porras, Engineer, Harbor District Squd, Los Angeles Department ()f Water and

Power, November 30, 200.
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16-3. Sel~tion of drought-tolerant, low water consuming plant;varieties should be used to

reduce irrigation water consumption. '. '

16-4. Ultra-low-flush water closets and ultra-Iow-ttushurinlsshall' be installed. Low flow'
faucet aerators shall'be installed'on all sink faucets.

ì
i

j

Option B

1
J

Les ThanSignfi~t Impact. Compared to the proposed project~' OJtionBwould only differ
'in the orientation of the proposed structures within the project site.' Therefore, the land uses
under Option B would be the same as those of the proposed project. Çonsequently , the number
of employees to bereloc;ated to the project site would remain the same under Option B as'... ~'." ",,- , ,
J;pmpared t~the. proposed project, resulting in the same demand,t-or' water. Currently, 'LAI?WP
has suffcient water supplies to serve OptionB; nevertheless','9Ption,Bwould iiplemenL
Mitigation Measures 16-1 ,though 16-4 to reduce its impact 

upon water supplies.
Consequently, neither the proposed project nor Option B wouldbave a substantial adverse
effect on water supplies.

)
J

'J

) Cumulative Impacts

?

Les Than Signficat Impact. Implementation of the proposed project in combination with

the 27 rel~ted projtcts would generate a demand for approximately 265,905 gp of water,
further increasing demands for water supplies in the LADWPservicearea (see Table IV-26
below). However~ the LADWP anticipates that. it has adéquatesupplý ,to serve the surrounding

area. Furthermore, in terms of the City's overall watersiipply Condition, the water

requirement for any project that is consistent with the City's General Plan has been,taken into
account in the planned growth of the Water System. ,For,projects that meet the requirements
established in SectionS 10910-10915 of the State Water Code, a Wat.er Supply Assessment ,

demonstrating' siiffcíent water availability is required oll:aproject-by-project basis., , ,.-.',' -- . ., ~', ,
FurthefÏnote, simiar,to'the proposed project, each rel,atedpmject'Woiiid be required to, comply
with city and State \Vater conservation programs. Therefore;' cumUlative ìmpacts to water

supply would be less than significant.

!

, !

::)

'I
i

j

Table IV -26

"Projected Water Consumption for Propoed and Related Projects

1
Fast-foo
Restaurant
Car Wash
A artent
Fast-foo

3,700 sq. ft.

1 stall (400 s . ft.)b
1 du

1,745s . ft.

1,332

1,776
192

628

2
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192 gallónsdu 576
d 192 gaalori/du 384

1922aalons/dú' . 768
180 'iia1ons/l,OO SQ. ft. 80,550

180,iiaUonsl1,OOsa.,ft. 7,506

1922aaloII/du 3,072

i ,360,galonsll,Q0..sq. ft." 'd' 987

""96"iiaalons/l,OOOsQ,.ft: ,': '" 856
192 iialloii/du lt;672
1929allons/Øu 17,280

Related Projects Tota 226,707
Proposed Pro.iect Tota 39,198

Cumulative Tota 265,905
120 percenn of the wastewater generation ratesfrom the Dråj ÌÆCEQA Theshold' Guie: A(~ 14, 1998,

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10 ,

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Restaurat
Furtue Show

Room
Condominium

ShoppiIl ceiitêr
Communty

Recreation Center

Senior Housin2
Fast-foo
Restaurnt

Pnmarv School
Single-Famy

Residences
Condomium
Condominium
, Condomium
Single-Famy

Residence
Gas Station wI

convenienc store
Apartent

Single-Famy
Residences
Apartent

Single-Famiy
Residences

Condominium

Condominiums

Apartent
Offce Park

Youth Center
Apartent
Fast-foo

Restaurant
Retail

Apartent
Condominiuu

19

20
21

22
23
24

25

26

27

a

b

115,00 sq. ft. 86 gaaions/l,oo sq. ft. ,,'.. 9,890

163 du 1 92iiaaions du 17,280
81,980 stl. ft. 96 iiaaions/l,ooSQ. ft.

..

7,871
" , ,,'

7,00 sq. ft. 180 gaaionsll,oo sq. ft. 1,260

207 du 192 iiallons/du 39;744

3,152 sq. ft. 360 gaaionsl,oo:.~~ ft. ", 1,135

380 student 102alonsstudent 3,800
1 du 240 galonsdu ,240

2du '192, gaalònsdu " '", 384 ,;
2du , 192 gallons du ' \ 384 ';

¡2du', 192 gallonsdo , 384

1 du 240 gallonsdu 240
" d " '"

,

2,122 sq. ft. 96 gallonsl,OQ sq. ft. 20
2du 192 iiallons du 384

240 gallons du '
"

, ,2du 480

24 du 192,iiaIlonsl du ; 4,608"

41 du . 240'gallons/du 9;840

3'du "
,2do ,

" 4du
447,500 SQ. ft.
41,700 SQ. ft.

16 du
d:

i
,;

:

2,743: 
,sq. ft.

:8,9l9,SQ,. ft.
66 ,du

90du

Th ext squarefootage of the one stall car wash coul not befoun. Threfore, for a conservativeaT1lYsis,. it 
isassumed that the one stall carwash woul be 20 feet by 20 feet.

c 120percenn of the wastewater generate rate from the Los Angeles Couny Wastewater Rates, July 200.

Notes: du=dwellin~ urnt,
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In addition, as Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed' Strctures within
the project site, the same amount of water would be neeed under Option B as under the
proposedprojeêt. Therefore, the cumulative water supply impact between the 

development of, ,
Option :B: and the related prójectsis a:lsöexpected to be less than significant.

e) Would the project resultin a deterntion by 
the wastewater treatment provider which

serves or., .may, serve the project that,' it has adequate capacity to serve the project's
projected demad in addition (0 the provider's' existing commtments?

A significant impact may occur if a prpject would increase wastewater generation to such a
degree that the capacity of facilties currently serving the project site would be exceeded.

Propose~trojel:, ,'," -
Les Than Signficat Îmi:a,ct. \yaste'Yater generatÎon rates for the proposed 

project were
reconuended'bythe City,ofLos Aì~éles. TheestImted net ~IIcreaewas,analyzed relative to", '., ': , " . .- ,
the existiig i~ffistrcture., As seenia Table IV-27 

, the proposed project is estimted to
generate a netincrease of approxxtely 32,632 gallons of wastewater per day. N; discussed in

,Section 16(b), the current remaining capacity of the' tITP is 8,8 rnd (450 - 362). Therefore,

the HTP would have adequäte capacity to treat the 32,632 gpd of wa,stewater generated by the
proposed project, in addition to its exi~ing commtments. Therefore, a less-than-significant
impact would occur.

Table IV -27
Exiting and ProwsedWastewater Generation

Exstin Uses

Comme,rccal"

Snndio Multi-Famil
Pro osed Uses

Fast-foo Restaurantb

Offce Building

Chid Care Ceiuer

688
1,680

4,000s . ft.
220,00 sq. ft.

lOQ'c,hildren

1,200
33,00

800
35,000

(2,368)
32,632

b Tlæfastjood restaurann generation rate was used as a worst-case scenario,

Manchester Vermnt Village

Final Initial Stud
IV. Environmntal Impct Analysis

Page lV-164



City of Los Angeles Commty Redevelopment Agency March 2005

OptionB

Les Than Signficat Impact. "Compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ
in the orientation of the proposed strctures within the same project site. Therefore, the land
uses under Option B would be the same as those of the proposed project. Consequently, the

number of employees to be relocate to the project 
site would remain the same under, Option B

and the same amount of wastewater would 'be generated. The RTP currently ,has enough
capacity to treat' the wastewater generated 'by the proposed project or Dption B, resulting in a
less-than-significant imact. Consequently, neither the proposed projec nor Option B would

have a substantial adverse effect on wastewaterfadlities.

Cuuulative Impacts

Les Than Signficat Impact. Imlementation of the proposed project in combination with
the 27 related projects would ge~~rat~ 222,387 gpd of ~~s'~w'at~; (s~ T~bIF IY-2S below). As
discussed above, the HTP currently treatS an av~ráge ?f 362 mgd"with à~~p~dty to treat 450
mgd. Therefore, the HTP wOlild have, adequate càpacity, to a~mmp~ate the additional
222,387 gpd of wastewater generated by the p~oposed pròject and related projectS. ,Therefore,
cumulative impacts on sewer service would be less th significant.. " ., '

Table IV -28
',' ¡ "

Projected Wastewater Generation for Proposed and Related Projects

Fast-foo Restaurnt

Car Wash
2 A artent

Fast-foo Restaurant

3
Furtue' Show 

115,00 sq., ft. 9;299'Room
Condoilniui 90du

,"-.'"-

',14;4004 "
Sho i Ceriter 81,98Ö': ft. 6.;558

5
Communty

7,00 sq. ft. 1,050Recreation Center
6 Senior Housin 207 du 33,120
7 Fast-foo Restaurant 3,152 . ft. 946
8 Prima School 380 student 3,040

9
Single-Famiy

1 du 200 gallons/ du 200Residences
10 Condominium 2du 160 gallons/du 320
11 Condominiums 2du 160 gallons/du 320
12 Condominiums 2du 160 gallons/du 320
13 1 du 200 allons/ du 200
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Residence

14
Gas Station w/

2,122 sq. ft. 80 gallons/l,OO sq. ft. 170convenience store 

15 Apartent 2du 160 gallons/du 320
16

Single-Family
2du 200 gallons/ du 400Residences

17 " Apartent 24du 160 gallonsdu 3,840
18 Single-Famy

41 du 200 gallons/du 8,200Residences
19 Condominium ,3du 160 gallons/du 480
20 Condominium 2du 160 gallons/du 32021 .. Apartent 4du 160 gallons/du 64022 Office Park 447,500 SQ. ft. 150 ~allonsll,OO SQ. ft. 67,12523 Youth CCììer ' 41, 700SQ . ft. 150gallonsl,00 sq. ft. 6,25524 Apartent 16du 160 gallonsdu 2,560,

Fast-fOO'Restaurnt 2,743 sq. ft. 300 gallonsll;OO SQ. ft. 82325
Retail 8,919 sq. ft. 80 gallons/I, 00 SQ. ft. 71426 Apartent 66du 160 gallons/du 10,560

27 CondomiIIum 90du 160 gallons/du 14,400

Related Projects Tota 189,755,

Proposed Project Tota 32,632
Cumulative Tota 222,387a Draft LA CEQA Theshold Guide, May 14, 1998.

b The ext square footage of the one stall car wash coul not be found.
Threfore, for a conservaaive anlysis, it isassumed that the one stall caiwash woul be 20 feet by 20 feet.

c
Los Angeles Coun Wastewaaer Raaes, Loadng for Eah Clas of Land Use, July 2oæ.

Notes: du=dwellinK unit.

In addition, as Option Bwould only differ in the orientation of the proposed structures within
the project site, the same amount oLwastewater would be ,generated under Option B as under
th,e proposed project. Therefore, the cumulative wastewater resources impact associated with

Option B and the related projects is also expected to be less than significant.

1) Would the project be served by a landfll with suffcient penntted capacity to
accommodate the project's solid waste dispoal nee?

A significant impact may occur if a project were to increase solid waste generation to a degree

such that the existing and projected landfill capacity would be insuffcient to accommodate the
additional solid waste.
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Proposed Project

Les Than Signficat Impact. The proposed project would contract 

with a private hauler of
their choice for dispsal of the coinercial waste. Solid wastegeßerated in the CitýofLos
Angeles is disposed at the Sunshine Canyon Landfill in Sun Valley, Bradley Landfill in Sylmar,

or the Olinda Alpha Landfill in Orange County. The capacities and estimated dates of closure. ,..' ,.' ,.
for each ofthese landfills are included in Table IV-29, below.

Table JV-29
LandfIll Capacity and Intae

Bradley'Landfill

Sunhine' Canyon Landfill"

Olind Al ha Landfi

3,#7
, 5.:198

'.5,342
Total

Bradey Lafill and Sunshine Canyon Lall are in th£ process of expang th£i, facilities to accomme aditiona c
sólid waste.

After th£ proposed expansion into Ciry area is completed, th£Sunhine Canyon Landll is estimated to have a 'ational'
21-year life spa,

,200gb

2013

Q

Source (Bradey and Sunshine Canyon Landfills): Los Angeles Coun Department of Public Works, Environtntl Programs
Division, Los Angeles COWlt)' Integrated Waate Management Plan, 2() Annual Report, Februry 200.

Source (Olind Alpha Lafill): Caiforna Integrated Waste Mangement Board, Solid Waste Informion System, website:

http://ww.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/Search.asp. and 2() Lafill SIUT/mary Tonnage Report, website:

htt ://WW.ciwmb.ca.ov/lanfills/tonne/2()/landll.htm. October 18, 200.

In addition to the landfùls discussed above, 
the Chiquita Canyon Landfill is also available to

accept waste. The Chiquita Canyon Landfill is currentlyperintted to 
,intake 6,00 tons per day

of solid waste and receives approximtely 4, 780 tons.perday~ This indicates that the Chiquita

Canyon Landfill is currently permtted to receive an additional 1,220 tons per day of solid
waste. However, the permit for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill 

limts its weekly intake to 30,00
tons of solid waste and it receives 28,672 tons per week. Therefore, the Chiquita Canyon

Landfill is currently permitted to receive only an additional 1,328 tons pet week of solid waste

(1,328 tons -= 6 days = 221 tons per day).

Construction Impacts

Project construction would generate waste, which typically includes small scrap materials (e.g.,
wood, gypsum, metals, asphalt, brick and blocks, plastics, fiberglass, cardboard, used fixtures,
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metals, etc.) and constrction employee food wastes. As shown in Table IV-30 below, during
the duration of constrction activities to developmenttheproposed project, 2,050,200 pounds
or 1,025 tons of construction waste would be generated~

, T~bleIV,.30, " "
Pro.ected Construction Solid Waste Generation

Offce Buidin
Chld Care Centr
Fast-foo Restaura
Parki Strctue

4.02' ' 884,400
4.02 24,120
'4.02 16,080
,4.02 ' 1,1256,00

COnsction Was Total 2,050,200
Source: USEPA RePort No. EPA530-98-010, Characteriwion of Buildng Relaed Consrution and Demolition

Debris in th£ United Stales, Jun 1998, page A-I.

a Th fast-food restaurant eneralion rale was 

used asawors,-ce scenario,. '

All solid waste generating activities withiii the City of Los Angeles, which includes the
proposed project, would continue' to be subject to the' requirements set fort in AB 939.
California Assembly Bil (AB) 939 requires each city and county to divert 50 percent of its
solid waste frulT'landfill dispoSa through source reduction, recycling, and composting. As
such, approximtely 50 percent of the co~ction waste would 

be recycled and/or reused.
Therefore, the proposed project would divert 50 percent of its solid 

waste and dispose of
approximately 1,025,60 (2,050,200 + 2) pounds or 513 

tons. Assuming an average of 30
days for each of the 15 month of construction, the proposed project would dispose 

of
approximately 2,278 pounds (1,025,60 lbs. +450 ddys),or 1.1 tons, of solid waste per day.

As discussed a,b,()ve, th.e 'combined r~mainig daily IItake of the Sunshine, 
Bradley , and Olinda'.' _. '_..

Alpha l.ndfiUS:isapproxImtely 10,013 tons. Since, the landfills serving the project site are' ,-,...,' , " ",,--' .....,',---'.-'... " ,'-. "",-:_.:,.-. -,;.õ".... ,

currently operating below their perrtted 
capacities'aridhave remaining capacity to

accommodate the average daily 1.1 tons of solidwast' disposed of by the proposed project, the

construction activities would not cause an exceance of the permitted throughput capacity of, ,any landfill that' would accept construction waste from the project site. Therefore, a less-than-

significant impact associated with constrction waste would occur.

Operational Impacts

As seen in Table IV-31, the proposed project would generate approximtely 1,313 pounds

(appïoximately 0.65 tons), of solid waste per day during operation. All solid waste generating

activities within the City of Los Angeles, which includes the proposed project, would continue
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to be subject to the requirements set forth in AB,939. Therefore, the proposed project would
divert 50 percent of its solid waste generated ànd dispose of657 pounds (1,313 -: 2), or 0.33
tons, of solid waste per day. The combined remaining 

daily intake of the Sunshine, Bradley,
and Olinda Alpha Landfills is 10,013 tons per day. As such, the three landfills would have
adequate capacity to accommodate the operational (0.33 tons) waste generated by the proposed
project. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact associated with operational waste would

occur.

Mitigation Measures

16-5. A recycling program shall be inituted for the project to reducé the volume of solid

waste going to landfills in compliance with the Çity's goal of a50% reduction in the
amou~t of.wastegoing to ,landfils.

., " ,16-6. Recycling bins shall be provided at an appropriatelocatión onsite to promote recycling of

paper, metal, glass and other recyclable materiaL.

Table IV-31
Exitig and Proposed,Solid\Vaste Generatinii iI

Exstin Uses

Commercial
Snndio Multi-Fami Dnits

Pro osed Uses

Fast-foo Restaurantb

Office Buildin
Chd Care Center

'i

43
84

5 lbsl 1, () . ft

61bs/l,00 . ft
1 lb/chidb

Total Solid Waste Generated
Less Exstin Solid WàSteGerkrared"

". 'Tcòwl' NetIncreå ~
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, "Solid Wast~GGnßration.", 1981.

4, () . ft
220,00 . ft
100 children

20
1,320
100

1,44
(127)
1,313

;,'
i

!

a ,\
:,J

Thefast100 rest(Jrant generation ratem7S used as a worst..ase scenario;

c California Innegraaed Waste Managemenn Board, Eslimaed Solid Waste GGneration Raes for Institutions, website:

hhtpßWW.ciWmb.CI.govlWasteChrlWasteGGnResIWGInstiUiim, October I9, 2Ò0.

Note: Waste generation includes all maerials discarded, whether or not the are laer recycled or disposed of in a

landfill,

Option B

Les Than Signficat Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ
in the orientation of the proposed structures within the same project site. Therefore, the land
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uses under Option B would be the same 
as those ~of the proposed project. Consequently, the

number of employees to be relocated to the project site would remain the same under Option B

and the same amount of solid waste would be generated. Currently, the Sunshine, Bradley, and

Olinda - ,Alpha Landtils ,have ,suffcient 
capacity to accIiodate the 'construction and

operationàis()lid waste generated by Option B, resulting in a less-than-significant irpact.
Therefore, neither the 'proposed'projec nor Option B would have a substantial adverse effect on
solid waste resources.

Would ttie project comply with federal, state, and loc statutes and regations related to
solid waste?

'A significant impa~t may occur if a'projèCt ",ould 'generate solid waste tht was not disposed of

in accordance\,ith applicabiè'rëgidations.

Proposed Project

No Impact. Solid waste:generated onsiteby the proposed project would be disposed of in
, accordance with all applicable federal,siate, and loca regulations, such as AB 939, related to

solid waste. In addition, as analyze in Section 16(d), the combin remaining daily intake of
the Sunshine, Bradley" aIl~ Olinda All?ha Lan~fils would be able to accommodate the solid
waste generated by the proposed project andnò exemptions with respect to solid waste disposal

would be needed nor are they requested. Therefore, no impact wolild occur.
,
1\

1

.i
Option B

!
'!l

No Impact. Similar to the proposed project, all solid waste generated onsite under Option B
would be disposed of in accordance with air applicable federal, state, and local regulations,
such as AB 939. In addition, no exemptions with respect to solid waste disposal under Option
13 would 'be requested. Thus, no impact would occur . Therefòre,neither the proposed project
nor Option B would have a substntial adverse effect on solidwa~e res(lUrces.'

,
'l
J
"

: Cumulative Impacts

;,1
.,J

Les Tha Signficat Impact. Implementation of the proposed project in combination with

the related projects (see Figure N-9 and Table N-21) wouldfurter increase regional demands

on landfill capacities. As shown in Taple 32 below, the proposed project and the related
projects would generate approximtely 9,485 pounds (approximtely 4.7 tons) of solid waste
per day. Similar to the proposed project, the related projects would be required to participate
in regional source reduction and recycling programs pursuant to AB 939, further reducing the

amount of solid waste to be disposed of at the landfills described above. Therefore, the
cumulative daily total of solid waste that would be disposed of in the Sunshine, Bradley, and

, )
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Olinda Alpha Landfills would be approximately 4, 743 

pounds (9,485 +- 2) or approximtely
, 2.4 toll.

Table IV-32
Projected Solid Waste Generation for;PropoedandRelated ProjeCts

Fast-foo Restaurat
51bsl 1,00 s . ft

Car Wash NIN2 A artent
4 Ibs/du

Fast-foo Restaurnt
5 Ibsl 1,00 s . ft

3 Furntue Show

5 lbsl 1 ,00 sq. ft 575Room
, Condominiun ' ,

,', 4 Ibsldri 3604
, Shop ing Center Slbsl 1,00 ' .ft 410 "

5 Community
3.12 Ibs/l00 sq.ft.c 218Recreation Center

6 Senior Housin
4 Ibs/du 8287 Fast-foo Restaurat

,5 lbsl 1,00 . ft - ' 168 Prima School
0.5 Ib/studentC 175

9 Single-Famy
1 du lOlbs/du lOResidences

10 Condominiums 2du 4 Ibs/du 811 Condominium 2du 4' Ibsldu 812 Condominiums 2du 4 Ibs/du 8
13 Single-Family

1 du 10 lbs/du 10Residence

14 Gas Station wi
2,122 sq. ft. 5lbsl 1,00 sq. ft 11convenienc store

15 A artent 2du 41bs/du 8
16 Single-Famiy

2du 10 lbs/du 20Residences
17 Aart~nt 24du 4 lbs/du, 96Single-Famy

;
;

18
Residences ;4:1dll 10 lbsldu 410

19 Condominium 3 du 4 lbs/du 1220 Condomiiiums 2du 4 Ibs/du 821 A artent 4du 4lbs/du 1622 Offce Park 447,500' . ft. 6 lbsl I,OÖ 2,68523 Youth Center 41,700 . ft. 3.12Ibs/l00 1,30124 A artent 66du 4lbsl 1,00 264
25 Fast-foo Restaurant 2,743 . ft. 5lbsll,00 14Retail 8,919 . ft. 5 lbsl 1,00 4526 A artent 66 du 41bsl 1,00 264
27 Condominiwn 90du 4 Ibs/du 360

Related Projects Tota 8,172
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Proposed Project T()ta.

Cumulative Tota
City of Los Angeles, Burea of Saaaion, "Solid Waste G.eneration Rmes~, 1981.

1;313
9,485

b Th a1TUnn of solid Imste generaled by a single stall car imsh is 'minima, as i~VÌls only use the site for a short

amoun of time while washing their vehicles. In general, little solid-waste-generaling activities occur al a one siall
car Imsh.

California Innegraled Waste Mangemenn Board" Estimaed ;Jolid Waste Generation Rme,sfor Service, websile:
' http://ww.ciwm.ca.govlWasteChrlWasieGenResIWG/nsti.hhm. December 13, 200.'

d CaliforTa Innegraled Waste Managemenn Board, ,EssimaedSolid Waste Generaton Bales for Institutions, website:

hhtp:llww.ciwm.ca.govlWasteChrlWasteGenResIWG/nstit.htm. Ocober 18, 200.

As the combined remaining daily intake of the Sunshine, Bradley , and Olinda Alpha Landfills, is
10,013 toIl pet day, these landfùls would fuvé adequate capaCity to accommodate the

apptoXIInate 2.4 tons per day dispos~inees of the proposed project and the related projects.
In additiòn, solutioii to meet future disposål nees are continuóu~..y being developed at the

regional level (e.g., siting new landfillswitlthe Comity and transporting waste outside the
region). Therefore, cumulative solid waste impacts would be less than significant.

In addition, as Option B would only diffedn the orientation of the proposed strctues within
the project site, the same amount of solid waste would be generated under Option' B as under

the proposed project. Therefore, the cumulative solid waste impact associated with Option B

and the related projects is also expected to be less than significant.

17. MANDA TORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Doe the project have the potential to 
'degrde the qualty of the enVironment, substantialy

roucethe habitat of a ffsh or 'widle- ~pees,causêa ffsh or -Wdlfe population to drop
below self-sustag levels, threaten to elinate a plant or anial community, reduce the

number or restnct the range of a rare or endangered plant or anial or elinate

importt exaples of the major penods of Caforna history or prehistory?

A significant impact may occur only if a project would have an identified potentially significant

impact for any of the above issues.

Proposed Project

No Impact. The proposed project would have no unmitigated significant impacts with respect
to biological resources and less than significant cultural resource impacts provided the
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mitigation measures listed above are imlemented. The proposed project would not degrade the
quality of the environment, reduce or theaten any fish or wildlife 

species (endangered or
otherwise), or eliminate imortnt examples of the major periods of 

Californa history or pre-
history. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Option B

No Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ in the orientation
of the proposed Strctures within the same project site. The dimensions, gross/net building

square floor area and construction footprint under Option B would be 

"the same as those of the
proposed project. Therefore, similar to the proposed 

project, OptionB would have nounmitigated significant impacts with respet to biological resources and Jess-thn,.signiffcant
cultural resource impacts, provided ttt the mitigation measures list' iII Section 5abové"are

implemented. i, .~.

b)
, -

Doe the project have impacts' that are individualy lited, but 

cuulatively . co,niderable?' -', - - ' - --' , " -. .,
("Cumulatively considerable" mea that the incrementa effects,Qf a.,project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects or' pat projects,thetffects of

other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

,

I

A significant impact may occur if a project, in conjunction with other related proJects 

in the
project area, would result in impacts that are less than significant wheIIyiewed separately, but
would be significant when viewed together.

Proposed Project

Les tha Signficat Impact. Although there are other past, current and probable future

projects in the area surrounding the project site, the project's incremental contribution to

cumulative traffc, air quality, and other impact areas would be lessi:an sigpifjçap.t due to:~ : :.. ; , '. ~ - '" - ".' ; _, -" . 'Î,: ,
implementation of the mitigation measures incorporate into the proposed ,project, ,asjdentified

throughout this Initial Study. For a detailed discussion on each environm~Pti impact's
. , -' .:' : '.1 - '.,' ,potential cumulative effect, see the sections entitled "Cumulative Impacts," which occur after

each impact analysis.

Option B

Les Than Signficat Impact. Compared to the proposed project, Option B would only differ
in the orientation of the proposed structures within the same project site. The dimensions,
gross/net building square floor area, and land uses under Option B would be the same as those
of the proposed project. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, Option B would have no
cumulative effects. For a detailed discussion on each environmental imact's 

potential
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cumulative effect under Option B, see the sections entitled "'Cumulative Impacts," which occur
after each impact analysis.

c) Doe the project have environmenta effects, wmchwould cause substatial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indiectly?

A significant imact may occur if a project has the potential to result in significant impacts, as
discussed in the preceding sections.

Proposed Project

Potentially Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. As noted in the evaluations above,

with imlementation of the recommnded mitigation measures, the proposed project would not
result in any' umïtigated significant ÍDacts. Thus, the project would not have the potential to

result in substantial adverse effec on humn beings.

Option B

Potentialy Signficat Unless Mitigation Incorprated. Compared to the proposed project,

Option B would only differ in the orientation of the proposed stctures within the project site.
The dimensions, gross/net building square floor area, and land uses under Option B would be
the same as those of the proposed project. Therefore, the imacts generated by the proposed
project would be simlar to those generated by Option B. Consequently, Option B would
implement the same mitigation measures as the proposed project. With implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures, all potentially significant imacts generated by Option B
would be reduced to a less-than-significant leveL.
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v. PREPARRS OF INTIAL STUY
AN PERSONS CONSULTED

PREPARERS OF THE INITIAL STUDY

Led Agency

City of Los Angeles CRA

345 S. Spring St., Suite 700

Los Angeles, CA 9013
Dr. Robert Manford, City Planner

Environmentl Consultant

Chrtopher A. Joseph & Associates

11849 Wes Olymic Boulevard, Suite 101

Los Angeles, Californa, 9064

. (310) 473-160
Chris Joseph, Principal-In-Charge

Marc Melinoff, Senior Projec Manger
Michael Brown, Environmentai Planer

Rebecc Shokrian, Assistat Environmenta Planner

Lainie Herrera, Assistant Environmenta Planner

Technca Consultats

TranpoT1ationlCircuion
Crain &, Associates

2007 Sawtelle Boulevard, Suite 4

Los Angeles, CA 9025

(310) 473-6508 '

George Rhyner, Senior Transporttion Engineer

Geotechcal
Lawson & Associates

2045 Royal Avenue, Suite 125

Siml Valley, CA 93065

(805) 579-3434

Manchester Vemwnt Village

Final Initial Stu
V. Preparers of Initial Stud and Persons Consulted

Page V-I

,!



City of Los Angeles COmmty Redevelopment Agency
March 2()5

Matthew Hawley, CEQ, Principal Geologist

Basil Hatter, RCE, PrincîpalEngiiieer

Phase I Envirownal Site Assessment and Suhsurfacè Investigation, ,
SCS Engineers

3711 Long Beach Boulevard, 91h Floor

Long Beach, CA 90807

(562) 426-9544
Terri J. Plunkett-Kamey, REA, Project Geologist

Julio A. Nuno, REA, Vice President

Historic Resources

Grimes HistOric Preservation

4211 Glenalbyn Drve

Los Angeles, CA 9065

(323) 221-0942
Teresa Grimes

"
,

Architect

Gensler-Architecre, Deign &, Planning Worldwide

2500 Broadway, Suite 300

Santa Monica, CA 90

(310) 449-5872
Simon Park, AlA, LEED

Attorney

Allen Matkns Lek Gamle & Mallory, LLP
515 South Figueroa, 71h Floor

Los Angeles, CA 9071

(213) 622-5555
RJ Comer, Esq.

Jennfer Sacco Smith, Esq.
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Project Applicant

ICO Development, LLC

700 South Flower Street, Suite 2450

Los Angeles, CA 9017

(213) 225-2225
Steve Reintein, Senior Vice-President

PERSONS CONSUTED

.\

Fire Protection

City of Los Angeles Fire Deartnt
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety

200 Nort Main Street, 18th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 9012

(213) 482-6506

Inspecor Richard Griffn

Police Protection

City of Los Angeles Police Departent

Planning and Research Division

207 South Broadway, Suite 206

Los Angeles, CA 9012

(213) 485-2638
Sergeant Jose A. Correa

Library Servces

City of Los Angeles Public Library

630 West Fifth Street

Los Angeles, CA 9071

(213) 228-7574
Rona Berns, Senior Management Analyst I

Water Services

City of Los Angeles Departent of Water and Power

111 Nort Hope Street, Room 104
Los Angeles, CA 90 12

(213) 367-1745
Ms. Nadia Dale, Environmental Specialist
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Wastewater Services

City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation

Wastewater Engineering Service Division

2714 Media Center Drive

Los Angeles, CA 9065

(323) 342-6225
Mr. Adel Hagekhalil, Division Manager
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VI. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRA

INODUCTION

This section reflects the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) requirements of Public
Resources Code Section 21081.6. CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(a) sttes:

"
"

In order to ensure that the mitigation mesures and project revisions identifed in the
EIR or negative declaration are implemented, the public agency shall adpt a program

for monitoring or reponing on the revisions which 
it has required iii the project and the

measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid signifcan environmental efects. A public
agency may delegate reponing or monitoring responsibilities to another public' agency
or to a private entity which accepts the delegation; however, until mitigation measures
have been 'completed the lead agency remains responsible for ensuri11g tha
implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program. .

ENFORCEMENT

In accordance with CEQA, the primry responsibilty for makiiig determnation with respect to
potential environmental effects rests with the lead agency rather thn the monitor or preparer of the
Initial Study. As such, the Community Redevelopment Agency's (CRA) Planning Department is

identified as the enforcement agency for this MMRP.

PROGRA MODIFCATION

Afterreview and approval by the lead agency, minor changes to theMMRP are permitted but can only
be made by the Applicant with the approval of the CRA Planning Department. No deviations from this
program shall be permitted unless the MMRP continues to satisfy the requirements of Section 21081.6

of the Caliornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a~ determned by the Lead Agency.

MIGATION MONIORIG AND REPORTING PROGRA

The organiztion of the MMRP follows the subsection forrrtting style as presented within the CEQA
Environmental Checklist of the Initial Study, presented herein. Subsections of all of the environmental

chapters presented in the Checklist are provided below in subsections 1 through 16, respectively. For
environmental issue areas where no mitigation measures were recommended, the _MMRP is noted

accordingly. In addition, the required mitigation measures identify the following:

· Monitoring Phase, the phase of the project during which the mitigation measure shall be
monitored
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o Pre-Constrction, including the design phase

o Construction

o Ocupancy (post-construction)

· Implementation Part, the entity responsible for initiating the mitigation measure.

· The Enforcement Agency, the agency with the power to enforce the 
' mitigation measure.

· The Monitoring Agency, the agency to which. report invplving feasibility, compliance,
implementation and development are made"

1. AESTHETICS

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce potentially significant building

massing and view impacts of the proposed parking strcture:

1-1. The applicant shall submit a landscape plan for the proposed offce building and parking

garage to the Los Angeles CityPlanriiigDepartent for review and approval pI-or to
the issuance of grading permits.

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:

Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Pre-Construction

Applicant/Contr:icior

CRA Planning Departent

CRA Planning Department

1-2. The east wall of the proposed parking strctre s~~l be designed to avoid large
expanses of blank wall visible from residential properties, though architectural
treatments such as textured ord~rative $urfaces., and/or landscaped treatments such as

leafy or vining plants and trees. Specifically, the preliminary landscape plan shall

propose to grow creeping vines on the walls to soften the visually hard surface, while a
combination of trees, shrbs, and ground cover shall be planted in landscape buffers
between the structure's walls and the property lines.

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:

Enforcement Agency:

Monitonng Agency:

Pre~Construction/Construction

Applicant/Contractor

CRA Planning Department

CRA Planning Department
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1-3. The proposed project's design shall be subject to review and approval by Los Angeles
Community Redevelopment Agency staff to ensure consistency with the Design
Guidelines fortheVerffnt Avenue Shopping Center Development Area.

Monitonng Phase:

Implementation Pary:

,Enforcement Agency:

. Monitonng Agency:

Pre-Construction

Applicant/Contractor

CRA Planning Departent

CRA Planning Departent

2. AGRICULTUR

No potentially siggifiçant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area. Therefore, no
mitigatioJl measures 'are \required.

3. AIR QUALITY

3;.1. The project develôpêr shall bè required to use architectural coating products (paints)

"tht havéa VOC rating off125 grams per liter or less.

Monitonng ,Phâe:

Implementation Pary:

Enforcement Agency:

Monitoring Agency:

Construction

Applicant/Contractor

South Coast Air Quality Management District

South Coast Air Quality Management District

3-2. The project developer shall fuel their off-road diesel equipment with low-NO, diesel

fueL.

"Monitorig Phae:
Implementation Party:

. Enforcement ' Agency:

Monitonng Agency:

Construction

Applicant/Contractor

South Coast Air Quality Management District

South Coast Air Quality Management District

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area. Therefore, no
mitigation measures are required.
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5. CULTURL RESOURCES

While project impacts would be less than significant 
and mitigation measures are not required under

CEQA, the following are standard City of Los Angeles conditions of approval:

5-1. A qualified archaeologist shall be retained to monitor the rough grading of the site,
once all demolition has been completed. In the event tha.tsubsurface archaeological
resources/human remains are encountered during the course of grading . and/or

excavation, all development must temprarily cease in these areas until the

archaeological resources are properly assessed and subsequent recommendations are
determined by a qualified archaeologist. In the event that human remain are
discovered, there shall be no disposition of such 

huma remain, other than in
accrdance with the procedures and requirements set fort 

in : OHifornià Health arid
Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Secion 5097.98. These code

provisions require notification of the County Coroner and the Native American
Heritage Commsion, who in turn must notify those persons believed..to be 

most likely, ,descended from the deceased Native American for appropriate disposition of the
remains. Excavation or disturbance may continue in other areas of the project site that

are not reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains or archaeological resources.
Should archaeological or human remains be discovered, the disposition of those
remains shall be documented in an archeological survey, study, or report to be
submitted to the South Central Coastal Information Center at . California State
University, Fullerton.

": ¡.'.'

Monitoring Phae:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

CRA Planning Departent

CRA Planning Departent

5-2. A qualified paleontologist shall be retained to monitor the rough grading of the site,

once all demolition has been completed. If any paleontological remains are uncovered
during excavation or construction, work in the affected area wil be suspended and a
qualified paleontologist shall be retained to conduct a survey of the affected area. A

preliminary determination wil then be made as to the significance of the survey
findings. The services of a paleontologist shall be secured by contactÍng the Center for

Public Paleontology, which can be found at the following universities: USC, UCLA,
California State University at Los Angeles, and California State University at Long
Beach, or at the County Museum. Copies of any paleontological survey, study, or

report shall be submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum.
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Monitorig, Phae:
Implementation Pary:

Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

CRA Planning Departent

CRA Planning Departent

6. GEOWGY AND SOILS

, I

The following mitigation measures shall be imlemented to reduce the risks from seismic ground
shaking:

ì

6-1. The project shall be designed in accordance with the strictest requirements of the latest

(1997) edition ofthe Uniform Building Code.

"i
,i.

Monitorig Phase:

,Implementation Pary:
Enforcement Agency:
Monitoring Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Departent of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

6-2. The project shall comply with the récommendations, listed on pages 10 though 19, in

the Preliminary Geotechnical, Investigation for the Proposed Vermont-Manchester

Commercial Development, prepared by Lawson & Associates on September 21, 200

(see also Appendix D).Ì
\
.1 Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Pre-Construction, Construction

Applicant/Contractor
Depanment of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

Although no significant soil erosion imacts are anticipated, the following mitigation measures are
recommended to ensure the application of Best Management Practices and, compliance with all code and

ordinance requirements to minimze potential impacts associated with shon-term construction-related

grading impacts:

6-3. Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods as

feasible. If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 through April 1),

diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the site. Drainage
channels shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity.

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitoring Agency:

Pre-Construction, Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Depanment of Building and Safety
Depanment of Building and Safety
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6-. Stockpiles of excavated soil shall be covered with secured tarps or plastic sheeting.

Monitoring Phae:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

The following mitigation measures shall be implemente to reduce the risks from expansive soils: !

6-5. The project shall be designed in accrdance with all applicable requirements as outlined

by, the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.

Monitorig Phase:

ImpÍemèntation Pary:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitonng Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

7. HAZARDS AND'HAZAROUS MATERIALS

7-1. During the constrcton of the proposed project, all encountered USTs shall be removed

in accordance with applicable' City and State regulations. All suspected and identified

USTs shall be located and removed in accordance with applicable City and State
regulations.

oj

;

Monitorig Phae:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor

CRA Planning Departent
CRA Planning Departent

'7':2. Prior to issuance of demolition permits, the. Applicant shall conduct asbestos aml lead-

based paint surveys on all buildings and associated infrastructure. If asbestos and/or
leàd-based paint' are detected, they shall be abated in accordance with all applicable
federal, State, and local regulations as and in accordance with the South Coast Air

Quality Management District.

Moiitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:
MOIItoring Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor

CRA Planning Departent
CRA Planning Departent
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7-3. Any asbestos and lead~based paint containing materials 
shal ,be removed by a licensed

.abatement contractor in accordance with all federal, 
State and-local Tegulations prior to

'renovation or demolition.

MoiitOrig Phae:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

MOiitOrig Agecy:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor

CRA Planng Departent
, CRAPlänning Departent

.ì

Å 8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

,l
i

J

While impacts would be less thn significant, the following mesures are recommended to reduce water
quality imacts further:,

8- i. During constrction, the project applicant shall imlement all applicable and mandatory

Best Management Practices (BMPs) in accordance with the SUSMP and 
City of Los

Angeles Stormwater Management Program. These BMPs shall include, but not be
limited, to the following:

· Erosion control proCeures shaH be implemented for exposed areas.

· Appropriate dust suppression techniques, such as watering or tarping, shall be
used.

· Constrction entrances shall be designed to 'faciltatè removal of debris from
vehicles exiting the site.

· Truck loa~shall be tarped.

· All constrction equipment and vehicles shall be 'iõspected for and leaks

repaired accrding to a regular sChedule,sp.ecified, in . tlle Grading Plan
approved by the Department of Building and Safety.

MOiitOrig P~ase:
Implementation Pary:

Enforcement Agency:

Moiitonng Agency:

Pre-Constr~tionlConstruction
Applicant/Contractor

Department of Building and Safety

Departent of Building and Safety

8-2. All construction equipment and vehicles shall be inspected for and leaks repaired

according tO,a regular schedule, specified in the Grading Plan approved by the

Department of Building and Safety.

Manchester VemlOnt Vilage
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Commty Redevelopment Agenc of the City of Los Angeles
March 2005

MonitonnPbae: ., "
Iinplementatic:m .Party: "

Enforcement Agency:

Monitonng Agency:

Constrction
Applicant/Contractor

Departent of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

9. LAND USE AND PLANNNG

Nopotentiallysignificant environmental impacts were identified for this 

issue area. Therefore, no
mitigation measures are required.

10. MINERAL RESOURCES
.;. ."

.',

No.potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for ths issue area. Therefore, no
mitigation measures are required.

11. NOISE

, . ,~

The following mitigation measures shall be implemente to reduce 
potentially ~ignificant noise imacts:

11-1. Acoustic barriers shall be intalled alQng the perimeter of the project side adjacent to
residential propertes thoughout the durtion of the construction phase to minimze the
noise leveJs experience at the nearby homes.

Monitonng PhaSe:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Departent of Building and Safety
Departent of Building and Safety

11-2. All consction equipment engines sÎÌll be properly tuned and muffed according to

manuf~~fUr~rs'; ;speciti9f!Pps' ')'.

Monitorig Phåsè:

Implementation Pary:

Enforcement Agency:

Monitonng Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Department of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

11-3. Noise constrction activities whose specific location on the site maybe flexible (e.g.,

operation öf compressors and generators, cement mixing, general trck and equipment

staging) shall be conducted as far as reasonably possible from the nearest noise-
sensitive land uses, and natural and/or manmde barriers (e.g., intervening construction
trailers) shall be used to screen propagation of noise from such activities towards those
land uses to the maximum, reasonable extent possible.

Manchester Vemwnt Village
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Commty Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles
March 2005-'. ."

,"' 'Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitoring Agency:

Constrction
Applicant/Contractor

Departnt of Building and Safety

Departnt of Building and Safety

11-4. The use of those piec of constrction equipment or constrction metods with the

greatest peak noise generation potential shall be scheduled as to avoid operating several
pieces ,of equipinentsimultaneously, where possible. Examples include the use of drils
arid jackhmmers.

,"

Monitori Phae:
, Implementation Party:
EnfQrcment.Agency:

, Monitori Agency:

Constrction
'Applicat/Contractor

Departent of Building and Safety

Departnt of Building and Safety

11-5. Equipment and material haul routes shall be established and adhered to in order to
ensure ttt trcks traveling to and from the site do not trvel on residential steets in

the vicinity of the project site.

Monitorig 'Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Âgency:
Monitorig Agency:

Pre-CritrctionlConsction
Applicant/Contractor

Departent of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

11-6. An information sign shal be posted at the entrance to each constrction site that
identifies the permtted constrction hours and provides a telephone numer to call and

recive information about the consction project or to report complaints regarding
excessive noise levels.

MOnitorig, Pbae:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitoring Agency:

Constrction
Applicant/Contractor

Departent of Building and Safety
Department of Building and Safety

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING

.12-1. The project applicant would implement the rules and regulations for the relocation of

displace occupants, as stated in § 405 of the Redevelopment Plan for the

Vermont/Manchester Recovery Redevelopment Project, adopted May 14, 1996.

Manchester Vemwnt Village
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Commty Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles
March 2005

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Pary:

Enforcement Agency:

Monitoring Agency:

'Pre-Cnstruction
Applicant

CRAPlanning Departent

, CRA Planning Departent

13. PUBLIC SERVICES

Although mitigation measures are not required to reduce potentially signifisant impacts, the City of Los

Angeles Fire Departent (LAFD) has recommended the following mitigation measures to lessen the
demand generated by'the proposed project for fire protecion services:

13-1. The proposed project shall comply with all applicable State: 

and local coes, ordinanèe
a.nd 'guidelines as, set forth in the Fire Protection 

and ;Fire;eprevention Plan, as well as

'the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of the Geiierâl'Plan of the City of Los

Angeles, c.P.C 19708.

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitori Agency:

Constrction
Applicant/Contractor

Los Angeles Fire Departent
, 1.05 Angeles Fire Departent

13-2. Access for LAFD apparatus and personnel to and into all i:tructure shall be required.

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Constrction
Applicant/Contractor

Deparment Building and Safety!
; Lps Angeles Fire Departent

Department Building and Safety/
. Los Angeles Fire Departent

Monitorig Agency:

13-3. During demolition, LAFD's access wil remain clear 
and ùnobstrùcted.

. Monitorig Phase:
'Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Los Angeles Fire Departent
Los Angeles Fire Departent

13-4. No building or portion of a building shall be constructe more than 150 feet from the

edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road or designted fire lane.

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Departent Building and Safety/

Manchester Vemwnt Village
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Comnty Redevelopment Agenc of the City of Los Angeles
March 2005

Monitorig Agency:
Los Angeles Fire Departent

Departent Building and Safety!
Los Angeles Fire Departent

13-5. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must accommodate the
operation of an LAFD aerial ladder apparatu or where fire hydrants are installed, those
portions shall not be less thn 28 feet in width.

\

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Pary:

Enforcement Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Department Building and Safety!
Los Angeles Fire Departent

Department Building and Safety!
Los Angeles Fire Departent

Monjtori Agency:

13-6. Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Fire Department
apparatus, overhead clearance shall not be less than 14 feet.

-1

J Monitonng Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Construction
Appl icaiit/ Contractor

Department Building and Safety!
Los Angeles Fire Departent

Department Building and Safety!
Los Angeles Fire Departent

Monitorig Agency:

13-7. Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required.

.:"¡

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Los Angeles Fire Departent
Los Angeles Fire Departent

13-8. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along path of travel.

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Department Building and Safety!
Los Angeles Fire Departent

Department Building and Safety!
Los Angeles Fire Departent

Monitonng Agency:

Manchester Vemwnt Vilage
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Commty Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles
March 2005

13-9. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted by the
LAFD prior to any building constrction.

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Los Angeles Fire Departent
Los Angeles Fire Departent

13-10. Submit plot plans for LAFD approval of access and fire hydrants.

Monitorig Phae:
Implementation Pary:

Enforcen,ent Agency:
Monitorig Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Los Angeles Fire Departent
Los Angeles Fire Departent

Project impacts with respect to police
measures are not required under CEQA.

impacts even further:

protection services are less than significant and mitigation

Neverteless, the following is recommended to reduce project

13- 11. In the event tht the proposed project plans or anticipates any occasion which would
require a unique request for police services, the occupants of the offce building, Le.,
the County of Los Angeles, shall notify the 17m Street Community Police Station, in
order to better enable the police offcers to respond to the project site and the
surrounding community.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitoring Agency:

Pre-Construction, Construction

Applicant/Contractor
Los Angeles Police Department
Los Angeles Police Department

13-12. Plot Plans, including lighting and landscaping informtion, shall be submitted to the Los

Angeles Police Department Crime Prevention Unit for review. Recommendations from
the LAPD would be incorporated into the project design.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Pre-Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Los Angeles Police Department
Los Angeles Police Department

Manchester Vemwnt Vilage
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Commty Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles
March 2005

Project impacts to public schools, parks and libraries would be less than significant. Therefore, no
mitigation measures are required.

14. RECREATION

No potentially significant environmental impacts were identified for this issue area. Therefore, no
mitigation measures are required.

15. TRANSPORTA TION/CIRCULA TION

15-1. 83rd Street and Vermont Avenue- Contribute to the installation of the City of Los
Angeles' Adaptive Traffc Control System (A TCS) for traffc signal control. This

traffc sìgn~lcordintion system monitors traffc demands throughout the network on

which it is installed, and adjusts traffc signal timing and signal phasing in real time to

maximze capacity and decrease delay.

j

Monitorig Phae:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Departent of Transporttion
Departent of Transporttion

15-2. Manchester Avenue and Vermont Avenue- Remove the median island and restripe the.. ,
roadway to add a second left-turn only lane to both the northbound and southbound
directions, and modify the signal to reflect this change.

Monitorig Phae:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agell~y:
Monitoring Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Department of Transportation
Department of Transporttion

15-3. Manç~e~ter Av.~nueandHooverStreet- Contribute to the installation ofthe City of Los
Angeles' A TCS for traffc signl control.

Monitorig Phase:

Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Construction
Applicant/Contractor

Department of Transporttion

Department gf Transporttion

Manchester Vemwnt Vilage
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Commty Redevelopment Agenc of the City of Los Angeles
March 2005

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

No signficant imacts with respect to water, wastewater and solid waste services been identified,
therefore no mitigation measures are required. However, the following measures are recommended to

reduce project impacts even'further:

16-1. The landscape irrigation system should be designed, installed, and tested to provide
uniform irrigation coverage for each zone. Sprinker head patterns should be adjusted

to minimze over spray onto walkways and streets. Each zone (sprinker valve) should

water pl~nts having similar watering needs (do not mix shrubs, flowers and turf in the

same watering zone).

MónitonngPhâe:

'Implementåtion, Pary:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitonng Agency:

Pre-Construction, Construction

Applicant/Contractor
CRA Planning Departent

Los Angeles Departent of Water and Power/
CRA Planning Departent

16-2. Autqi;tic irrigation tiers should be set to water landscaping during 

early morng or
late ßv~niiig :hours to reduce water losses from evaporation. Adjust irrigation ru times
for all zones seasonally, reducing watering times and frequency in the cooler months

(fall,w'inter~spring). Adjusfsprinker timer run times to avoid water runoff, especially
when irrigating sloped prdpert.

Monitonng Phae:
Im¡¡lementation Pary:
Erlorcement Agency:

Monitonng Agency:

Pre-Construction, Construction

Applicant/Contractor
CRA Planning Departent

Los Angeles Departent of Water and Power/

CRA Planning Departent

16-3. Selectiönófdrôught-"tólerant, low water consuming plant varieties should be used to

reduce irrÍgation water consumtion.

Monitonng Phase:,
Implementation Party:
Enforcèment Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Pre-Construction, Construction

Applicant/Contractor
CRA Plànning Departent

Los Angeles Departent of Water and Power/

CRA Planning Departent

16-. Ultra-low-flush water closets and ultra-low-flush urinals shall be installed. Low flow

faucet aerators shall be installed on all sink faucets.

Manchester Vermnt Village
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Commty Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles
March 200S

Monitorig Phae:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Pre-Construction, Constrction
Applicant/Contractor

CRA Planning Departent/
Department of Building and Safety

CRA Planning Departent
Departent of Building and Safety

Monitorig Agency:

16-5. A recycling program shall be inituted for the project to reduce the volume of solid
waste going to landfills in compliance with the City's goal of a 50% reduction in the
amount of waste going to landfills.

Monitorig Phae:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Operation
Applicant

CRA
CRA

16-. Recycling bin shall be provided at an appropriate location onsite to promote recycling of
paper, metal, glass and other recyclable material.

Monitoring Phase:
Implementation Party:
Enforcement Agency:

Monitorig Agency:

Operation
Applicant

CRA
CRA
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VII. RESPONSES TO COMMNTS

COMMNTS ON TH IN STUY

Pursuant to Section21091 of CEQA and Section 15105 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft Initial

Study/Proposed Mitigated Negative Dela~at~?n(lS/MND) for. 
the proposed pr()ject was circulated for a

20-day review period from February 8, 2005, ending February 28, 2005. The public review period

enables interested agencies, organiz;tions and the public to submit, writtn comments, regarding the
proposed project. Consequently, the City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA)

received a total of seven comment .letters. InadditioD, the CRA received comments from South Los

Angelescommunity members before the public review period began, which are also responded. tobelow. ., '
For ease of respondiIlg to each commeIltJetter,a numer has been assigned to each comment letter, and

comments within each comment letter are bracketed and numbered. For example, comment letter "1"
is from Albert Green. The comment in ths letter is numbered "1-1". The bracketed comment letter
is provided at the conclusion ,of tht leter's responses. The,commentersare as follows:

Commenters

Albert Green, 1144 West 84m Street, Los AÌgeles, CA9ü, December 30,2004.

Occupat, 1107 West 84m Street, Los Angeles, CA 90, January 5, 2005.

Cheryl J. Powell, State of California Department of Transporttion, Distrct 7, 100 Main
Street, Suite 100, Los Angeles, CA 9012, February 16, 2005.

Laverne Jones, South California Association of Governments, 818 West Seventh Street, 12m

Floor, Los Angeles, CA 9017, February 23,2005.

Mary M. Le, 390 Roxton Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 9008, February 28,2005.

Lawrence Koonce Sr., 1038 West 8pi Street, Los Angeles, CA 90, February 28, 2005.

Julian Se Rogers, 247 East 94m Street, Los Angeles, CA 903, February 28, 2005.

Mike Bagheri, City of Los Angeles Department of Transporttion, No Address Provided,

March 23, 2005.

Manchester Vemwnt Vilage
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City of Los Angeles Corriity Redevelopme Agency
March 2005

Commenter 1:
Albert Green, 1144 West 84th Street, Lo Angeles, CA
900, Deember 30, 200.

Response 1-1:

Contrary to the commenter's statement tht the proposed project would not attract quality tenants to the
project area, the proposed projeèt is expected to bring a critical mass of daytime consumers to the area
that would utilize existing retail and resturant establishments, as well as provide retail expenditure
potential for other businesses 

to locate into the project area. See 
also Responses 5-10.

The commenter sttes tht the proposed project would not bring 

taxes to the project 'area, However;the
proposed ,project, would constrct 4,00 ,square feet of -rtail 

and restaurant uses on the ground': level,
resulting in increased property tax and sales tax revenue. In addition, the proposed project would 

bringa critical mass of consumers tht would attact new businesses to the project area, brining tax
generating establishments to an area that 

has been devoid of sUch businèSses for 
the past 12 years. Seealso RésponSe 5:..H.

Furtermore, the 
comment letter does 'not state a specific ,concern or question regarding the adequacy ofthe analysis contained in the IS/MND. Therefore, a furter response is not required pursuant to

CEQA. However, the comments are acknowledged for the record and wil be forwarded to the
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

¡....)'

'. i
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Deceer 30. 2004Honorable YvonnoBr&thwatcBuue
Sup~rv50r 2114 District, City of 

Las Ango1c9

500 W. Temple Street, Rn, &66
Los Angc.cs. Cft 90012

, R~; Spa, 6- RFP-04 DPSS Projec
iea Investment Inc. LLC

..,K
'., .

I .
.

,1.;) '"
:2

, j)'" "\
'.. .,..-

Dea M~. Suprvisot. '
10m contatig you about UU~ pr()pos~ Dc,;eloppcnt ofDPSS Bui1dig at 

8300-8400 9. '

Vermont Ave. by lCO Investmont Doveloper.

I'm in opposition to th Coun PNject at th parcuar site locon. 11 iipproxiatç 9
'.. ace sit. wa originy des~a. t1 "I1ojcct ,~vcc Are:" fot V crmontcnester .
Projec Area Qfthc'CRA afetth~.- 9.9~ '~on. Both, FeiCn,County and City, '

Offcis ca ra to'the&reiÚuulQa retprômiod the Coimùctya. $50 millon
." :dollài~hoppi:;pia%ihvhch,'nevê1 fuerl; Negotions vv'Íth ppncpa0wncr anå

obstale Eli Siuson who own or contls %80 of land site felled thugh.

The J1onty of the CoII1;il\a:iiiy though focus' g¡ups. blo,ckc.ubsmces,
orgaûons and ncghboriiood dovclopmèèt cOuncis hastiy èXrC5Scrhir dcsirë
to, hiivc tJlit ¡¡ita location reÎ.a commèri.$ilttori~ The DPSS .projec;twill
not att~ qUity tónmtsto buid here. ThcDPSS 'Ø11 NOT pay to ofwblbtlscoinuDity needs. ' ' '

,

Several anchor like tenats havc cxpr~ in ~est in buiding here but not. with ii
DPSS biildiug locad withn project nr We're not agt DPSS projects in gcncrnl
but just not at th pacuar siie ~ last p~um land left in South l.s Angeles for
commercial/reta development.

~

PleMe help the County righ ths dienfranchisemcct for over 12 yea. Oter lie

demographic 3rOM sub Cbcsterfcld Squmc, Cl'cnlB Hils Shoppjjg Plnz
and Madei Plnee at Inglewood's Hollywood Par er ~DjOyin superb ecnomic acûvi
and ba cneX'gÏsed the immediot communties arun th. We 

ca rea that 38O

vitaity here if given the tJpponuty.

Please cQnsid~rmovig the DPSS Project to lUtbr Sp~-6 locllon or even out oftJe

area. There arc arcl1 th WBnt thse tyes of projects such 88 Conccrncò Citi around
Ccntr Ave. an have Úle land to a.ccommodate it. Th you.

Swccrc1y~ß~
jJ1;l- w8'-?~

~ti~ C J-' 9o//I--f!-3lf d6~/í'V~ dd/)~



City of Los Angeles Commnity Redevelopment Agency
March 2005

Commenter 2: Occupat, 1107 West 84th Stret, Los Angeles, CA 9004,
Januar 5, 2005.

Response 2-1:

Contrary:to the commenter's statement tht the proposed project would not 

attract quality tenants to the
project area, the proposed project is expected to bring a critical mass of daytime consumers to the area
that would utilize existing retail and resurant establishmnts, as well as provide retail expenditure
potential for other businesses to locate into the project area. See alsoRespoDSes 5-10.

The' coIIenter states that the proposed project would not b'¡'ing taxes to the project area. IIo~ever ~ the

proposed prpjêët 'waulCC' CODStrèt 

4,,00 
sQure' feet of~tètail,;aad'restaurant uses,on the,gf:9und level,

resulting in incr~std propert tax an~,~alesd~,,l"eV~riue. 'In~ddition,the proposedproject'wouldbring

a criticaL nissof'CODSì.ersthat wouløattract ,ne'. 

, busiiessesio the' project area, 'brining tax
generating eStablishments, toana'rea that has been devoid of such busines~tS for 

the ,past 12 years. See
alsO Response 5-11.

Furthermort, t~e comment letter;qoesn~istatea speific concern orque'stionregarding the adequacy of

the analysis contained in the ISIMND. Therefore, afurthtr response is not re4~ired pûrsuant, to. . i. ," " _.CEQA. However,' the comments are acknowledged for the record and wil be forwarded to, the
decision-makig boies for their review and consideration.
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Comment Letter 2

B4thStreet...Çol1munity Block Club" .th' .
" 1141 ~B4.straat '

'., 'Los A~ge19S,t Calit '90C44
" (323)"751'-4760 ..

.January 05. 2005
. ' ~, '.,~ .

. . ', ,, ,
Honorable Yvonm~ BraiiWsitaBulke
County of Los Angeles, Second Supervsorial D13trct. .
.50 \. Temple stet '
Los Ang6/es, California 90012

.~, '.

0'

Dear Ms; Butke,

Re: Spa 06: RFP-04. Admin/strtiCJiI-BuUdlng Project

. i am contactIng you IDg8f~JfJg.thÐ d8Vf1oP17nt oftha County Admin;stration

BuIlding proposed for Ioeatlon øt83CK00 'So. Vermont Avenue, to be daveloped
pursuant to 8 proposal by IDO Development, LLC.

As 8 hom90wn8r In your dlsttctand wiin thIs araa. be advIsed that I am
opposed to 8uoh 8 project st this parclisr sie. ThisapPfQximatá 9 acre site, which is

wiIn VermonVManchestsr, wasin/taJcJasJgnsled as a "Proj9ctRBCOvery Area" by
the Comunity Redevelopment Agency (CRA, after the 1992 rab8l/ion. After this
actIon, federal, County snd CI of1al \fsitBd ìh8 siaa an promised our communIty El
$50 million shoppÎng plaza to addss som of the neglect this, area had suffro for
many yeam. Thfrtoon yes~ Jatar, the shoppIng plaza has not materialized. We have
befn advised that negotiations with the prncip owner of the necessary parcel, Eli
Sasson, who owns 80% of the parcl, l"SV9 falln through. '

The majority of our comunity, l/irough focus groups, block club 11s8t1ngs
neighborhood development counci/$, etc, has consstenUy expressed It& desire to hews
thi~ $lte d6V9lopød as comm9rcVrstsJI spac. In our opinion, th9 project BS cUfTntly
configured wIll not attract -qualIty tenants. Further, the County AdmlnlstrtiDn Building
will not pay any taxas on that psrol. A rovenuo source that this community need$.

Several potential anchor tenants of 8 shopping rnalVplazB hav(t expressed an
ínteresl in buildIng in thIs srea, but wit the prposed County AdminIstration Building In
thø areo they have now exptfed 1'servatJons., Undersand, W8 Bla not opposed tQ
the COunty Administration Building, in g9nsrol, but we do hsvo concerns sbout rt baing
loaated at thfs particular site, the last premium commørclaVrstai/lsnd (or dflvÐiopment in
South Los Angeles



COlDent Letter

Please help our community right this wrong $nd httt any furter nag/Get and
disenfnmchlsemenL Other 8f'8S .with Slinilatdøfnog/ëphICsI9.g. Chesterfield SquBlf. the
crsnshåwlBaldwln HlllsShopp/n9, PllJ?8' and Msr/et Pla~ In .lnglewood at Hollywood

Pa~ Bf9 enjoying ecnomicfBwtsllzstin '/bat hS$~yjv~ thå community. We would
apprseJate the same opportunIty and føethstwe.wonldhave sTmllsr results,.if given the~8~. \

Plesse consider relocatJng the County AdminIstation to,fJnother part of 
the SPA-B.

elustsr or perhaps out of the Bres altogth"" We understan there are other BnJ3S thet
have tho land to accmmodate this prjac and that woukJwelcoe such 8 proj&et, e.g.
tho Concemed CItIzens altund CéntrAveue. '. -,

Thank you for your consideratIon. ~

/j )/£~ß ~Æ£¿:~~
l/,? 7?J ~Lç/-:sr- ?6'.~~,:" .,',,'~;; .~~~?/ ¿'~ ~

. "..'
.....(.:::. :.

¡,

. rol--IIOla numba and.dd 01 Btø ClUb Pllnt, Ha TM)
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City of Los Angeles Commty Redeelopme Agency
March 2005

Commenter 3: Cheryl J. Powell, State of Caforna Departent of
Traporttion, District 7, 100 Ma Street Suite 100, Los

Angeles, CA 9012, Februar 16, 2005.

Response 3-1:

As recommended in Mitigation Measures 15-1 and 15-3, the proposed project would contribute funds
for the installation of the City of Los An&eles' Adaptive Traffc Control System (A TCS) for traffc

signal controls.

Response 3-2:

Comment noted. The City of Los Angeles policy requires appropriate traffc control/management 

plans ,.,
to be prepared and áppröved prior to any partial or full closure of a City street right -of-way.' As such,

the proposed project would be required to submit aM have a Transporttion Management Plan
approved.

Response 3-3:

City of Los Angelespölicy requires an' apprövèd haul route for constrction vehicles prior to the' ,
issuance of a building permt. As such,-the .proposed project is requesting approval for a haul route
permit (see Discretionary Approval No. 3 --9)1 page Ue20 of the IS/MND). Haul route approvals. . ",. - .
routinely contain restrictions on hours, .etc.forState-llighways and other roadways. Furthermore, the

proposed project would obtain a Caltrans Tranporttion Permit for the use of over-size or over-

weight vehicles on State highways, ifneeci.
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Comment Letter
5'Á'r OFt'..inOlnn:h~. TRNN1''VTJt" ANn ncrl5lN A~ AR~GG,~

~ 1VC\ '\ ~ eDEPARTMENT OF TRASPORTA.TION
DISTRCr 7 m E. .
JOO MA STF.T, Suit. 100 n C E,i V; 0
LOS A."'GEI£.," èA 9012-360 ~ECOFW .) IkFT.
PHONE (2t3) ir91-3747 .
fl\ (213)897-1337
IT (213) 897-4937 qr FEB 22 PS :19 17cx your po"'crl

fJ~ tM/7 ~klUi

Mr. Robe Manòrd
CommlUtyReevelopmt Agency of the
City of Los Ä:e1es
354 S. Spri St.,Suite 700

A~ AneJesj"Calo11 ,900 i 3

Fttbr i 6, 2005

iGR/CEQA c.O¡050223 - NEG DEC
Mancheser Vernt Villae Project
proposed County offces 200,00 sq. ft.
84ll St.Nenont Ave.
Vie. LA-llO-16.09

)ca Mr. Manforo:

il you forincludig the CaIorniaDcpartit ofTraponationIn the envionncntaJreview process for the
:bve~mentioned .proj~ct. Based on th,e inoimtionreceivedJ we have thè followi coIÍems:

We r~coIDd that the developer pak:ipat~ though a fasha fuding progrm in trc sign andIntersetionImrovemts as idc.ifcd traffc miigation meur.

ATl1n Miugent Plan wil be neded fur ii _ closur, deeI1, pp r""trotins O(c.J i.

We recommend tht coD.''ruction relaed trk tt8 on State highWKYS re lit: to off~ commute

periods. Trart of ovc-s~e or over-weigh vehicles on State highwys wil ne~d a Caltr
TI1-portaûonPert. Th contactor should ag to avoid exces..ivc or poorly iin~d truck platooni
(carava oftncks) to mini tranortation related opcrationalconfcc,mi ai quaty hnacts. nnd
ma sa concrnq, .

Ji

!

you Mve an que.\tions regaring Our corrnts. plco3C rcfer to our IGRlCEQA Rerd nWl1be cs05223 aud do
it hesitate to contact mc at (213) 897-3747.

ncere1y,

~ ~~A- l
ieryl J. Po ell
R/CEQA Progrmn Mager

. .....\..........áá.~"~,..:,,.':'rl\..ii~\ ~ ~"J"'"
1: .~.: ~ ..!.:'.\J , .,""

. a... ." ..... ..................... ......... -.
.... ................... . '. - ...........

Scott Morgan, Stic Cleoringhousc
...........,..,..........

,..............,.........
"('4JIMH.' IIIMV"./fb1hly (11!~1 ('Âliin,.,,1I U ..........................,.........

...........
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City of Los Angeles COmmty Redevelopment Agency
March 2005

Commenter 4: Laverne Jones, South Californa
Governe~ts,~818)Vesf : Seventh Street,
Angeles, CA 9017, Februar 23, 2005.

Assocation of
12th Floor, Lps

Response 4-1:

This comment from the Southern California Asspciation: of GoverÎientsi (SgAG) indicates that the

proposed project is not considered to be regionally sigificant perSCAGfutergovernmntal Review
Criteria and CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, no response is required~

Manchester Vemwnt Village

Final Initial Stud VII. Responses to Comments

Page VII-9



SOUTHERN CALifORNIA

~",'~
ASSOCIATION of
GOVERNMENTS

Main Offce

BiB West Seventh Street

12m Floor

!.os Angeles, California

90017'3435

i (213) 236'160c

r (213) ;16.1525

,"WV..5cag.Ci,gO'
n,,: Pmiden,: "'_ Pro T,rn Roii P.ber5,
.i,ul.. t'ri,VIC. PI"kfenl~CouncUm'IJ:"l
: '(OIlt'C. Pot! HQl'ne'lt! . 5uond VI(f
YG""!: VlnRI
"riil Cau'uy: '.t'OI C:II,IUo. ltap!'d..:
.nh'. 10 Shirl¡f~. Øilw1t

Atic.lte Ccuniy. Ywlt roe BI"hwlicf 111.1&1
AII,tln (MMI\, .. in YIIrOS(lVS~. to!.

'furs (oun.v . lim Aldiniei. A!atth...."
lCh . li,,. Ibwfn. 5.n G~brlrl .. P,3ul
w'!-n. (fUUM .. lb CardfllU.lOi AR,.i=5 ..
l!i'f¡ (la',. "~lMl., . c..1\1 Oili\¡'I;.
llla .. ,..ii. Oi'Ptiia, 1i..!~I!Ii! .. Jud,
tID. kkll,oo4 . b. G'b,ljçh. i... Du.n
k G.I(£Inl. Lo AA1";:4ø .. Winch 'ril"o'.i~
;o.. . fro." (j",oll. úú4Ur . ,""., Hehn,
Ari.lti . t'Rlco HJhn. 1m Anii"'. .

:l, lIall, Coinio . Tt LoGOR(v. lin

1'111 . Iortl. i..dl.. L61 ""pin .
~INyn MI.fI, (Jut/l.ni . ('RelV
nowstl. LoS "'fltl! . PJut NO'Nllka.
..... . Pim O"Cønoo. ~i ~niu . ~..
¡II., I.' ........ . GnRiid Put.. Loi
'11eS .IJ...II'.lfl.ld". hii"" PIO.
; INn, . (d awn. to) ""1."'1 . ',.ii
iltt, L" ARief.,' Oi 5I.nloRf. Alutl . IO
ii. 1v.1"" . "., kil",. "'....eri . Sidn.y
" P.lld"..' 1\1. ~fYl5 IIm!c., lOR,

i(h . ""IORIo V.llIU¡lOU, loS Ancir. .
"'' I/.Ih~i:\ (II.OIIl' . luk Wi!iu.105
;'111 . 10'D Ycu'tflil\. Giindile . Oll"l!
" ~'MI!!.S
'.J' (iuniy: O,b lIa.bl. O'ini£ (o¡'IIv .
n ¡'E:iifRfi. Sru . l!! Bof. Tustin i Ai'
ilf, 6ucc,,¡ Piii. II'''"G Ct'iWL .\r.aåelm
I.~¡'i. "'n~ ~::,..nclon ~Jch . (IIn'Y1
~"!. lJ,U4' Hlio" . RlCIJ,4 DI",.. in,
cc . MIII,. POt. Los 101'/1'101 . 1'01

:l-"..õ. Hl-"ØOl 8m/l
ffski,Cou"~ 1,lfSSoni, ¡:Vll\lól County.
~nnl\ ai.üii!, uk!! Eli.inoff' . loinl,
!unJiIE(. 1.10it!no YIIUt., . bn LQ\'i"~l~.
....d. . úlfl Pt"'s, Ca'.'."1 (hy . lOR
))r;s. rt3tttull
, k.,...dl.. Co.niy: Gory ()ii. ~.n
ii¡ldlnD (cumf . 1"1 Ah"'ndei, 1I~l\ctt~
;,oo'''§l . U"'''NI 0.". IIIs.ß¥ -lit Arrr.
"Ii, (,IJ.. T""" . Suun 14..11.. SJ.
-r.¡¡/oi::o . Ofbo:ih Rc.M!M. ala.i;)
¡r,UI (otiiity: iuoy MI..fl5. Veiiiurii (ouArl' .
:' a~~err¡. ~rrIVèlJl""" (ld Mooin01j5!. Sa..
f=-aYinull¡ . Jcni vltUlI. fa..t H,:l¡unni

tftll Cfl-CV Tn_ipen..Oan Autlløølty: leu
..,. (c.QQ'1 01 OunCt:

",kI. c.nll "'iilp./IUlft ClmMIIIIII.:
)o:: low!. Htm~1

tli.,. Co;.nry '"nlpt.Rulon ClIlf'IUloq:
~n L\Jilii~§,,_ ..oO:ØUt

'1fól~i or :,,,.,i..'I,,,':1 S\1IJII...

Comment Let

RECEIVED
"ECORD'S DEPT.

~05 FE28 P 5:04
February 23, 2005

Dr. Robert Manford
City Planner
Community Redevelopnønt Agencyot the
City of Los Angeles
354 S. Spring Street. Suhe 700
Los Angeles, CA 90013

RE: SCAG CiearinghOU58 No. 120050073 University Gateway Project; and
12.005086 M:mcheater ''i!m10nt Vilage J:rgJer.

-oea'r Dr. Manford

Thank you for submItting the projects tor revIew and comment:

· University Gateway Project
· Manchester Vermont Vilage ProJect

As areawide clearinghousQ for regionally signifIcant projects. SCAG reviews the
consistency of locl plans. proJects and programs with regional plans. Thi6 activIty Is
based on SCAG's responsibilites asa regional plannIng 

organization pursuant to stateand federal laws and regulations. Guidance provided by thage reviews is intended to
assist loca.l a.gencle9 anQ project sponsors to take actions that contribute to the
attainment of regIonal goals and pollclas.

We have reviewed the proposed projects and have determIned that the Projects are not
regionally significant per SCAG Intergovernmental 

Aevlew tIGR) Criteria and CaliforniaEnvironmental Quality Aot (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15208). Therefore, the
proposed Project does not warrant comments at this tlma. Should there be a change In
the scope of the proposed Project, we would appreciate the opportunity to review and
comment a.t tha.t time.

A description 01 the proposed Projec was published in SCAG's February 1-15. 2005
Intergovemmellt~i Review Cle8rirrghúii:1.~ Aspen tor public for review and COI1ii6nL.

The project title and SCAG Clearinghouse number should ba used in all corr95pondence
with SCAG ooncernlng this Project. Correspondence should be sent to the attentIon of the
Clearinghouse Coordlnaror. If you have any questIons. please contact me at (213) 236.
1867. Thank you.

A t .~incere . C.lo,'\.... ...0.......... ....Y....... ....
li1fo: .....t\.C:~~Ó-.,....,...

MAR~K8UTAl ~"" ~............ ...,.......... ........./f~ .............................. ..... .
Sanlor Regional Planner ........ ...,...... ,.................... .. .......
Intergovernmental Review

Doc #107570

~'1~~;ci:~;:;.:~::~
(!~":..ì.l:'~. '~~~

~;'''¿J' -(', .':':;10, ,'::, \;'1'~
Pr",' Li¡ ~;;, ¡:t\ :-:i,.f ~ """ .,,., ~"" '..'~, ~

~~ \. T~~J.,.;g;¡ iit~ii. \). .... 'ii n¡: 1II'!:;fl'iiJ _'., ."
:0 \"""(~II.II~n,~I.'~ :", :!iin~,1%:) "

.................................................

.....,.................,.........................
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, City of Los Angeles Commty Redevelopment Agency
March 2005

Commenter,5: Ma M. Le, 3904 Roxton A venue, Los Angeles, CA
; 908, Febiiary 28, 2005.

Response 5-1:

This comment provides background information about the Community Coalition and does not state a
,concern or question ,regarding the ,adequacy 

of the analysis;contained in the IS/MND. Therefore, a
response is not required pursuant to CEQA.

Response 5-2:

The comment~testttsignitica(a1ve¡'se)mpå~ ,aré likely 

to 
()ccur as a result of the proposedproject and thatstat~ la~'sûpport thedpieparati~~'o(an EIRwhere a substantial question exists as to

whether the projeetunder consideration might cause significant impacts. However, the standard to" .', '! '.",',: _:: ",,"':,: '.
determine whether an EIR shoÜld be prepared is whether there is substantial evidence to support a fair

argument that iheremay be a 
significant imact. Substantial evidence is defined as, "enough relevant

informtion and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can 

be made to
support a conplusiQa, eventhoqgpo,ter cpnclusions might a,lso be reached" (See Section 15384 of the
CEQA Guidelines). Additionally, ~ as analyzedttoughoutthe lS/MNJ), the implementation of the
recmmende(1 mitigationmeas;u,r~s r~p.ces aU impacts associated with the proposed project to less-than-

significant levels. This commentpr~vides no substantial evidence that the prt?posed project may have
an adverse impact. , ,: " -. .
This comment incorrectly characterizes the purpse of an EIR as a mechanism to resolve conflcts over

the negative and positive aspects of a projec. The purpose of environmental review is not to resolve
con~icts but to identify the si~,incant effects ~n the environmtnt of a 

project, to identify alternatives to
the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated and/or

avoided (see Section 21003.1 ofthe Public 
Resources Code).

Thiscommentalso stateÚlÌat data ~i~ecti?nfortlle"propoSed project has been superfcial, but prQvides

no d~ta or refer~iices offering faêts, réasoÎÎble åssumptions 'based' on facts or expert opinion supported

by facts in sùpport of the comment. As demonstrated in Section V (Preparers of Initial Study and
Persons Consulted) of the IS/MND, four techhical consultants and five government agencies were
contacted, and contributed their expertiSe and input regarding the potential impacts related to the

proposed project. As such, a comprehensive effort was made to obtain all pertinent informtion in
order to assess the potential impacts accurately.

With input from the technical consultants and government agencies, in addition to research by an
independent CEQA consultant, the potential 

imacts of the proposed project were determined. As
stated above, for every potentiaiiy significant impact generated by the proposed project, appropriate

Manchester Vernnt Village
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City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopmet Agency
March 2005

mitigation measures were recommended to reduce the impact of the propose project to a less-than-
significant leveL. Therefore, pursuantio Section 15070 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Mitigated Negaiïve
Declaration is appropriate and an Environmenta Impact Report (EIR) is not required.

Response 5-3:

As discussed on pages IV-97 and IV-98 of the IS/MND,displacementofexisting residents 

on the
property may result in a significant impact. However, this potential impact would be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level by Mitigation Measure 12-1, which requires the adherence to the rules and
regulations as outlined in §405 of the Redevelopment Plan for the VermontlManchester Recovery

Redevelopment Project ("Redevelopment Plan") regarding displaced persons. ,'?ursuant to §405 of the

Redevelopment Plan, the proposed project is required to complete ~ 'Repla~ment' Housing.Plan and" ,
'Relocation Plan (see Appendices L though 0 for both the English 

and Spanish version of these Plans).

The Replacement Housing Plan wil guide and 'faciltate the rehabilitftion' or consction of
replacement housing for persons or families of lo",/moderate income in accrdance with the
Redevelopment Plan (see Appendix L).

Pursuant to recommended Mitigation Measure 12-1, the CRA 
conllëteda Replaëement Housing Plan

on F~bruary 15, 2005, which was presented for public review at the Vermont Manchester COmmunity
Advisory Commttee (CAC) meeting on February24,'2005.Thë Replaccfuenti-ousingPlan wil be
considered for approval by the CRA Board on April 7, 2005. The ;Replacêment Housing Plan indicates

that an equivalent number of dwellng units, which are deed restricted for occupancy by very low
income households at affordable rents, have been developed for use by t11e displaced 

residents of the

proposed project at Amistad Plaza, located at 6050-6130 Western Avenuein~e WesterI1Slau30n

Recovery Redevelopment Project area.. Amistad Plaza is approximately 2.5 mies no~west of the

project site and is stil located within the South Los Angeles Commu,nity. Therefore, the displaced
members would not be required to leave the South LOs Angeles Community.

Furthermore, Del Richardson & Associates completed a Relocation Plan on February .17, ,2905, which

was presented for public revie~ at the vermon(MancllesterCÂCrreeti~g()n Febru~ry,d ì5:2005 (see

Appendix M). The Relocation Plan wil be considered for approvai by the CRA B~~rd on April 7,
2005. The Relocation Plan indicates that the reloction program for the proposed project would
administer the relocation rules and guidelines as stated within the California Relocation Assistance Law

(CRAL) (see Government Code §7260 et seq).

Pursuant to the rules and guidelines stated within the CRAL, 13 of the 16 dwellng 
units located on the

project site at 939 West 84m Street are considered overcrowded. Consequently, the project developer
would be responsible for relocating four of these households from studio apartment to one-bedroom
apartments, eight of these households from studio apartents to two-bedroom apartents and one
household from a studio apartment to a three-bedroom apartment. In addition, the project's developer

Manchester Vemwnt Village
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, City of Los Angeles COmmty Redevelopment Agency
March 2005

is required to pay the incremental increase in 
rent, if applicable, for the 21 displaced multi-family units

for the first 42 month of their new lease term., Consequently ,the proposed project would result in a
substantial net benefit to the residents of the 21 multi-famiy units, 16 of whom represent Latino
households with one or more children.

Response 5-4:

The comment incorrectly equates new' traffc ,', trips with adverse imacts. Traffc trips are nOt
considered an adverse impact unless they, exce. significance criteria and cannot be mitigated 

to less-
than-significant levels. Toaddressthe,imactoftraffc in the project area, a traffc study was prepared
;by Crain & Associates in Deember 200 (see Appendix I), which has recently been reviewed 

and
approved by,Los Angeles~ Departent 

',öf Transporttion (LADOT) (see Appendix P. for LADOT letter
,and/or Comment Letter ,; 8). According ;to the', LADT ,the traffc study adequately evaluated the
project-related traffc impacts on the surrounding cOmmunity. The traffc study identifies 5,436 net
new trips as a result of the proposed; project..Traffc imaCt were identified at three of the'11 study
intersections; however, the, traffc study inclUdes mitigation measures to reduce the project traffc

impacts to less-than-signficant levels. To mitigate two of the impacted study intersections, the project' ,
developer would be required to contribute monetary funds towards the installation of the City of Los
Angeles Adaptive Traffc Control System for~affc si~1 control. To mitigate the third imacted

study intersection located at Manchester and Vermont Avenue, the project developer would remove the
median island and restripe the roadway to ad~ a second left-turn only lane to both the northbound and
southbound directions, and modify the sign to reflect this change. According to LADOT, the
proposed nitigation measures åiid road imrovements would mitigate the impact at the three

intersections to a level of insignificance.

It should also be noted that the Southern Califorma Association of Governments' 200 Regional
Transporttion Plan encourages "focusing growt along transit corridors." Following this suggestion,
the proposed project is directing growt along Vermont A vemie, which is a transit corridor.

As discussed in Response 5-7, parking would be provided onsite and would exceed County Code
requirements.

Response 5-5:

This comment states that the proposed project would necessitate unspecified infrastructure
improvements. As analyze in Question 16(c) on page IV-159 of the IS/MND, the existing storm drain
facilities would be able to accommodate the proposed project. In addition, as stated in Question 16(b)

on page IV-157 of the IS/MND, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and Los Angeles
Bureau of Sanitation anticipate that the current w,ater and wastewater infrastructure would accommodate
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City of Los Angeles Commnity Redevelopment Agency
March 2005

the proposed project. Therefore, contrary to this comment, development of the proposed project would
not necessitate considerable infrastructure imrovements.

Response 5-6:

The proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts with respect to aesthetics,
constrction-related air quality, and trffc, but with implementation of the recommended mitigation

measures, all impacts would be reduce to less,.than-significant levels. For 

example, the IS/MND
identified a potentially significant aesthetic. imact of the proposed parking. strcture on, the residents

;located to the east., To reduce tht imact, the IS/MND recmmends landscaping of thesóiGture's
e~stem wall (see Mitigation Measures 1-1 and 1:-2). The offce building and parking strcture would

also be required, to conform to the design guidelines as outlined in the Design Guidelines for :the
Vermont Avenue Shopping Center Development: Area South Central Los Angeles Communty PÌans
(see Mitigation Measure 1-3). The potentially,significant impact from construction.:related activities is
caused by paint fumes. The recommended mitigation is the requirement to use low 

fume emitting
paints (see Mitigation Measure 3-1). With respect to trffc impacts, see Response 54.

Response 5-7:

Contrary to the commenter'sassertion tht the IS/MND fails to address parking 

and tht parking is. .
inadequate, a complete discussion of parking is provided in the IS/MND. As ,discussed 

,on page II::16
of the IS/MND, under the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the parking requirement is
tWo spaces per 1,000 square feet (sf) for certin redevelopment areas, enterprise zones, 

and econonnc
incentive areas, including the Greater Watt Employment and Ecnomic Incentive Program, .Area

(GWEEIPA). The project site is located within the GWEEIPA. Therefore, the proposed project is
eligible for the reduced parking requirement of two spaces 

per 1,00 sf and would only be required to
provide approximtely 472 parking spaces as follows:

Governent Offce: 220,00 sf x 2 spaces/l,OO sf = 440 spaces

Child Carel: 100 students x 0.24 spaces/student = 24 spaces

Retail/Fast-food restaurant: 4,000 sf x 2 spaces/l,OO sf = 8 spaces

However, under the County of Los Angeles Code, a redevelopment 

area is required to ,provide 4.5
parking spaces per 1,00 square feet of rentable space. Therefore, under the County requirementstlle

City code does not contain a parking provisionfor child care uses, so the rate found in Parkng Generation.,

3rd Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers was used.
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City of Los Angeles Commnity Redevelopment Agency
March 200S

proposed project would be required to provide 90 
parking spaces (200,00 rentable sf x ,4.5 spaces).

As such, the proposed project would imlement' the more 
stingent County recjûirementsand provide

900 spaces. In addition, the project is locate in a transit corridor, which would reduce the reliance
upon parking, as employees and patrons of the proposed project would utilize:public'transporttion.
Therefore, the proposed amount of parking is considered adequate and no :impact upon parking in

residential neighborhoods is anticipated.

Response 5-8:

The commenter is correct that the IS/MND undercounted the number of residents currently residing on
the project site. Due to overcrowdin,gcona~t~ons,:the actual number of residents in the21i.c-p~rtent

,.units proposed for demolition as pan of ththproposedprojec"is,66 

individuals, not lIas statedjn tlle.. . -, - - '. .
,praft IS/Propo~ed MND. The 

Final IS/MNDhas ~een,revised,to show thatthe 
actualnumber of

indi,:iduals displaced by the 
proposed project woulij be 66, .;For a furter discussion ofrelocating the

66 displaced individuals, see Response 5-3.

The IS/MND does not discuss the changing demogrphicsof.the South 

l.s Angelescommi.,nity, asCEQA does not treat economic and/or social effects ,as signficant ,effectsoll theenyiroIlent(see. .- . ., . . ,. ~ "... .. .
Section 15131(a)of the CEQA Guidelin~s). Unper,.CEQA, :"enviromnent" is :defined as-the.;physical
conditions that exist within an area affected, by aproposeq,project,incliiding land. ,air water:,'innerals;
flora and fauna, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic signficance,,;wh!le .an iIactinust be

"related to a physical change" (see Section 15360 and 15358 of the CEQA Guidelines). Although
CEQA does require an analysis of physical changes to the environment caused by a project's ecnomic
or social effects, in this instance no evidence is provided tht perceived social and ecnomic changes in

the South Los Angeles community involve physical adverse'êhånges to the eiivironment.

Response 5-9:

Contrary to ths comment, comprehensive effort, have 
been made to ' infor:m' the Spáiiish-'speaking

residents currently residing on the project site abouHhe potentiaVfor ,relocatibn.':!All:writtennoiices
sent to the potentially affected households on behalf of the 

projeefdeveloper have been in both-Spanish
and English and would continue to be so. 'In addition, a 

sunuryofthe Replacement Housing Plan has
been translated into Spanish (see Appendix N).

In preparing the Relocation Plan, Del Ricllrdson and Associates directed four of its bi-lingual, bi-
cultural Spanish-speaking staff members (Le., Isela Lopez, Amabila Ramiez, Carlos 

Marquez, and
Sebastian Perez) to meet with each of the potentially affected households to gather the necessary

information to write a complete and accurate Relocation Plan.
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City of Los Angeles Commnity Redevelopme Agency
March 2005

In order.to inform the potentially affecte households about the Vermont ManchesterCAC meeting held
on February 24, 2005, at which the Relocation Plan was presented and 

discussed, bilngual notices
were mailed to each household. ,The maority of the attendees at this meeting were residents of the
potentially affected ,households, all 

of whom are ,either Latino or African-American. A Spanish
interpreter was ,provided 

by ihe CR, in addition:to headsets: providing simultaneous English-Spanish
translation. The bi-lingul staff members from Del Richardson,and Associates were 

also present at themeeting, and spoke in both English and Spanish to the potentially affected households about the
Relocation Plan. Furthermore, Mike Hernandez, Chief of Staff for Council District 8, was also present
and spoke in English and Spanish to the pot~ntially affected households.

Subsequent to the February 24m meèting,the RelocatioIlPlan was translated into 

Spanish, anddistributed toall'LatinohoÚsèhòldsón"March 2ånd 3,,2005 (seëAppendix 0). 'Staff menibers from
Del Richårdsonand ASSciatesagaiii met with 

'each of the 'households, :explained the"Relocation Plan,
and' asked 'them to sign' a form iidicating thUhey had a basicunderstandiIlg of the Relocation Plan.

A meeting, for all potentially affected households was held on March 10, 2005 at the Crenshaw
Christian Center , located at 78m Street' and Vermont Avenue, which is in dose proximity to the
residences of the affected hoü~eholds~ Thi meetiiig was directed'by staff members of Del Richardson
and Associates, as well as CRA Stff 'and CAC members. AlIóf the details of the Relocation Plan, in
both English and Spanish;, were fully explained to-the household representatives who attended, the

majority of whom were Latiöo.

Response 5-10:

The commenter contends tht,the propo~¥projeçtis inconsistent with the Community Plan and the

Redevelopment Plan (collectively, the "Plans"). However, as analyze in Question 9 on page IV-68 in

the IS/MND, the proposed project is consistent with the stated goals and uses identified in the 

Plans.

Th,e IS/MNDaccurately ,reflects the proposed:project's consistency with the Community Plan and
Redevelopment Plan. ' "The, proposed 'project is, :consistent with, various' elements of the 

Plans, including
identified goals and permitted 

uses of the Plans. 'As 'part of the Land Use Element ofthe City's General
Plan, the Community Plan sets-forth objectives, policies, programs, and planned development. The
Community Plan is intended to promote an arrangement of land uses, streets, and services which wil
encourage and contribute to the economic, social and physical health, safety, welfare and convenience

of the people who live and work in the community. The Redevelopment Plan is intended to implement
redevelopment, rehabiltation and revitalization of the redevelopment area.

Contrary to this comment, retail uses are not the only permittd or intended uses for the project site.
The Redevelopment Plan Land Use Map and the Community Plan Land Use Map designate commercial

land uses for the project site. Each Community Plan lists permitted zones corresponding to a land use
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.;

¡

category. For the commercial land use category tht is applicable to the project site, the Community
Plan permits Cl, C1.5, C2, C4, and CR commercial zones, as identified in the 

Los Angeles MunicipalCoe (LAMC). Accrding to the City Zoning Map, the project site is zoned C2 (Commercial). Uses
permtted intheC2 zone 'include offce, parkig and childeare 'uses. Aëcorôingly, the proposed uses

of the project are consistent with the land uses designated in the RedevelopIIem Plan and the
Community Plan.

¡

.j

!

The proposed project is also consistent with the adopted'; design stndards pursunt 
to the

Redevelopment Plan. Pursuant ,to Section 520 of the Redevelopment Plan, the. CRA adopted Design
Guidelines for the Verffnt A venue Shopping Center Development Area (Deign Guidelines) articulàte
suggested goals of the Redevelopment Plan and a design philosophy for commercial. developments along

the east side ,of Vermont Avenue, ,between83rd Street and Manchester' Avenue; The. ccIìenter
apparently confuses' suggested standards in the .DesignGuidelines with mandtorystndards in the
Design Guidelines. The language of the Design Guidelines presents many 

standards as 'suggested
guidelines rather than mandated guidelines and thus, consistency with suggested guidelines is ~ot
required. The design of the proposedprojèct is consistent; however,with,thdse guidelines ~tare
mandated, including landscaping setbacks.

....;.
..

Additionally, though design guidelines and standards have òalsobbn drafted to 

imlement the goals of
the ,Community Plan, the Commnity Plan Deign Guidelines 

have not "ben adopted, and no ; final
expression of City policy on Community 

Plan design standardsexits.o,For purposes of CEQA
compliance, only a plan which has been adopted can legaly apply to a project. Therefore, draft plans
need not be evaluated. Thus, because the Community Plan: :Design.Btandards have not been adopted,
they are not applicable to the proposed project and consistency with the stadards is not required. ' .

The commenter also inaccurately frames the goals of the;Communtty.Plan by representing 

tht the goals
are to' faciltate convenient shopping, accss to professional services, and,create oriipgrade offce
space. ~lthoUgn iie Commwwity Plan doesstatei;t it's cpmmercjal:lan,d. lle policies reflect tttese
nees, the commerccalland use goal of theCqi.qnii:Plani~top,ovide'i':"

fa) strong and competitive commrcial sector which best serves the needs of 
the

commuity through maimum efciency and accessibilty while preserving the historic
and cultural character of the district.

Pursuant to this commercial land use goal, several CClIim,ercial objectives 2-1, 2-3, and 2-6 

of the
Community Plan include,

to conserve and strengthen viable commrcial development, to attract uses which
strengthen the economic base and expand market opportunities for existing and new
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business, and to maintain an increase the commrcial employment base for commnity
residents whenever possible.

Currently, all except one of 
the stores in, the commerçial buildings located on the project site are

vacant. The absence of retailers in the past,12 years dennnstrates that without an influx of consumers,

retailers doubt that the area possesses adequate retail expenditure potential. In order to achieve a strong

and competitive commercial sector, the area is in dire nee of consumer-producing developments to
transform rundown, vacant sites. Because the proposed project would relocate approximtely 1,000
county employees, the proposed project is 

producing 1,00 daily consumers for the project area, in
addition to the members of the public 

who would visit the .project site for County services. This
substantial and critical daytime population of workforce and visitors with huyingpower would attact
smaller business establishments, and restaurants and retailers 

would evolve from the opening of a new
development that brings in such a critical 

mass. As such, the commercial employment base would
increase from the influx of new business estblishments.

Moreover, the proposed project is consistent with the esta~lished objectives of 

the ,Redevelopment Plan,
including the framework within which specific redevelopment activities 

maY be carried out. Although
the commenter correctly recites several objectives cite in Section 105 of the Redevelopment Plan, "to

promote and develop employment opportnity ,create ecnomic opportnity and business developmeiit

and enhnce the attactiveness and marketabilty of the 
surrounding area, " the commenter incorrectly

contends that the proposed project is inconsistent with these. objectives' and would not enhance the tax

pase. The proposed project is in fact consistent with these objectives for the same reasons 

as stated
above. The buying power of the 

incoming County workforce would significantly stimulate existing
businesses and attact new business establishment to current vacant .and underutilzed parcels, thereby
enhancing the sales tax base, as well as the tax increment for the redevelopment area. In addition, the
proposed project would contain 4,00 square feet of retåil and restaurant tenants located on the ground

floor, resulting in increased property tax and sales tax revenues. Therefore, development of the
proposed project would effectively result in appreciated land 

values for existing and new business
establishments, thereby enhncing the redevelopment area 

tax base.

Response 5-11:

The proposed project is consistent with the Community Plan's general purposes in, "improving the
function, design, and economic vitality of the commercial corridors" and "planning the remaining
commercial and industrial development opportity sites for neeed job producing uses tht imroves

the economic and physical condition of the South Central Community Plan Area." Because the
proposed project would develop an underutilze site and bring in a critical mass of County employees
and their clients to the project area, the proposed project would improve the economic vitality in the
area by attracting job-producing restaurant and retail uses. As such, the proposed project would act as
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a catalyst in stimulating the marketabilty of the surrounding area and creating permnent jobs in close
proximity to the residences of the area.

In making the above !Hguents, aaecommnter imlies ,that thepr9posed project would bring adverse
,socioeconomic impacts to the area and ~t the MND fails to 

address such imacts. CEQA does not,
however, treat economic and social effects as significant 

effects oii the environment (see Response 5-8).

The commenter correctly indicates tht the proposed project wolld, not create new County jobs, but
would instead relocate existing County employees to the project site. The County has estimated that in

addition to the transfer of existing employees to the project sited, 90 to 120 net new full-time County
jobs would be created.' The influx of these new and 

existing 1,00 County employees would stimulate
the marketabilty of the area for new restaurant, retail and other service jobs to serve the incoming
County employees. ,Moreover, the: infux;of the County's clients to the area would also 

stimulate the
need for local services. Therefore, development ofthe proposed project would result in advantageous
and catalytic socioeconomic effects 

on an existing physically and economically deteriorated area.

Response 5-12:

Contrary to this comment, detailed cumulative analyses are provided for each environmental impact
category in Section iv (Environmental Impact Analysis) of the IS/MND. Development of the parcel of
land located directly south of the project site with 163 condomiiums and a 81,980 square-foot
shopping center is designated as Related Project No.4 (see Table IV-21), and, therefore, is included in
the cumulative analysis.2 With implementation of the identified mitigation measures in the IS/MND,
construction of the proposed project and related projects located in the South Los Angeles community

would not generate any signficant cumulative imacts.

The comment states tht the analysis is a "piecemeal approach to environmental review." CEQA states

that environmental considerations do not become submerged by chopping a large project into many little

ones--each with a minimal potential impact on the environment--which cumulatively may have

disastrous consequences. Piecemeal review occurs by the division of one project into multiple
'projects,' each with its own environmental documents, thereby neglecting to study the cumulative
impacts of the project as a whole. The potential impacts of Related Project No.4 were evaluated by
the IS/MND and were considered with respect to the following potential project impacts: traffc

This most recent project description informtion for Related Project No.4 was provided to the project
developer by Mr. Eli Sasson, who is the owner of approximately 80 percent of the land area comprising the
two blocks south of the project site.
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volumes, trip generation, critical movement analysis, level of service (current and future traffc
conditions), existing, proposed and projected water consumption, existing, proposed and projected
wastewater generation, and existing, proposed and projected solid waste generation. Taerefore, the

IS/MNDcomprehensively addresses the cumulative imact of Related Project No.4 together with the
proposed project and other proposed uses in the surrounding area. Furthermore, the IS/MND does 

not
provide a piecemeal review bec'atise Related Project No. 4 is a distinct and uIIelated project proposed

to be entirely developed by another developer.

Response 5-13:

.This -cmment states an opinion thrthe Mitigated Negative Declaration ;and IS/MND fail 
to provide the

"greatest protection possible to the environmnt''; but does not address a specific. concerIiorqtiestion
regarding. the ad~quacy of the analysis contained in the ISIMND. The 

comment neither provides
Bubstantial evidence supporting this claim nor does it direct the CRA to a source for such substantial
evidence. Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA. See Response 5-2 regarding the
adequacy of the ISlMND.
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Comment Letter 5
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...

3904 Roxon Avenue
Los Anr;e/es, CA 90008

.MaryMfI,Lee/.A~ATLAW
," .-, ., "' - ¡ - . . . .,.1'. ." .. ..... :_~ " .... .' _ .. -. ".

VIA FACSIMILE

February 28, 200~

!. ì

i
.1

AttQntion:' Dr Robert MshfOrd
CltyPlarrner. .," , ......
'GOITnnl.n!!~ed~yelpprnontAgency,ofthé çltyori-~ ~Qel~"F':" ..'

, 3~:S.Sprll'g ~~eet.sÌJ.,tê,700.,., '.
';i" :'tëiè'~9êil:,c:~e9P13 ....~.:. .:

:::", .. -" ,.," ,', ',' '-.,-~,,: ::.: .:.' '. . . "., c. ".-- .'. _...: . _.' . f'::.. ,," -;.?-:.~:.. ", ~ ,;,: " - .Re; Mitiaated Neaative Declal'Üonl Manchster Vsnnont vvllaae

", . -.. ~,

~-' :, !,," "'~"\~':'.~'-';~~ ?",., ""., ',' .Öes,,¡. 01'. Mtanr9a,:.. ",')f", . - :' 1'1'. '!,' . , . _.. ._ . ~ _. . ,~ _.
I am wrirrQ'an ~l1j~fOf ih~',~m'tr'~.~it,P~li¡~ô,ttp.r~~;.~~ent~to you regarding the
" MIt~~;Neg~tly'~f~c;l~ae.,,~ri~,,!I~!,SS~~l~~ ~.~., pre.J)re:ffr tte Manchesbõr
VèntOnt VlRage project 'tfe"proposei: duwlapmeri of :a~cla.t ,th;3t ,will: prp..'de offces for
employees of VQrlouSi Los Angeles County soool Qervces departents.

.'The .CoMrnunit;'CQaUtthl~'~Ç~#11.i91'G'Í!g~~;rkti.o...~iaJ~n:Rf'4sQO members
1oundecHn1~gO¡ 'its mIMl~nlS:tö,tt~~t9rritl;,. ~êêal~Q~:eq~m9fnla QccPQltioos In SoUth Los
Angeles 'that ~foster -.ddtctCin. 'Crimi:,vvlence and,ppvet;t)q;)y,~ng~gli:g .thousands of
averae citzens In efforts to 

Impact snd çhange pObUc policy. The Coalltion'6 offi: Is
located at 8101 $. Vermont, acr tho strat fr the Glte of the proposed developmentthat Is ~tl9Sue here. Not only WOd the Coalltonbe dlrecty Impacted by th.e project, but
many Coalition members Jlv In ,the IrnrnM~~vlcI.nll,cc'the"sltii,"8,rrø\hal;l! expressed
.concer~. abö~t.the'p~~act,.~~"1í.lm~ctö!i::tñó '.~.~~.fJtër(\e,~o.nt.,tOrTnnunlty.

We have reviewed th9 Mitgate Negatie Dec1attn endÎ~ìtial Study,and ask that the
foiiowln~ corr~enttbe incI.y.df5èag.~!i9f;tIer8ÇrdAn,tbf~ rn~rjand given full
corrsldertkm-by the pOn)rr'U,Inlt Redevvløpm~n't~øl1c.~,lAgef1CY1,.:' .~,." . '-' ~..- -, - ".,,",.', ., . . -. . - . ," -:'" - '. -' , . .. '- - - ... '.'

': - .,' "." '. ..' . : " .~ -':"~ -'. - . - ::. ::"::
. 1)A Mltir¡/JttN'!~$.tIDiClllt1tiq,iliÜlsi't~.lp~lOrfat~ ~lJanls~ f'!r, review of s project
ofthls ~~~.~e,!,rt~~:,.;":,;",;,,,;;~,!¡,~;";,:'!;/r ":i;:.,!,;,,,,., ':,"" :).¡ .... . .

slgnifiêántËldvereelmpacts are' 
nicely to occr as a rS8ultofthls'proJecL. and a mItigated

negatie declaration will not adequately øddress them Qrlhe.potenti~1 effect ot this project 1.
ciit~e Glurrundlrt9,ççmrrUnity. An.Envlronmental Impact"Repott;telR)6hoUld Instead be

llllzecf to pi-vld$l,tMe &eve' Øf.rcvfoYY1haUs warr~ntedlnthls fnstaí'oe. .
", ,"~._..~ ¡, ; ~t;: T, ~ ... _ '\ . _ .' .

Mi!m~ersøf thé9QalIton repoit.thattherels conflIcting JnformatloM'aboutthe negatlva and
P9S,ItNesspeçJ .ÇJl\tl1o' prrpos8dproJ~Qnd 8hiirp~M8Ioh~over 1helissues concernIng
potenrh::/ r.dVgl"i¡lmpa~'itmeyt:a(ise~Th6PLjrp~é of ~nelR 'I$"tbreeoille conflicts slIch

. .

(32:3) 292-2536. ppfJ
(323) 295-5161. 1m

I

,
I... .... .... ......... _..........
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as these. State and federal law $Upport the preparation of EIR where g substantial question
exists as to whether the projeot under corrsldóratJon mIght CQvse sIgnifint Impact. z-. .Moreover, ;Eddltlonalil"fC?r"nt!9n ~!;PutlikoJylmpaots ;sclearry.n~èèded. Califomia I~W places
the burden for enVlranmentàllnvestlgatlon on the government, rathetth~n on the public. In
this Instance, the Investigation and collection of dat has boon superfcial at bast and the
Agoocy Is obllgate to g~ther all the data needed to make Qn Informi:d decision on a project
such as this bofore committng pUblic nJSQun; to thIs proectAnEIR ls the ~pproprtate
vehIcle to obtall1 and asses the d~ta required. In thIs Instance It would be an abuse of
dlscrtton for the Agency to fall to prepare Gn EIR.

2) Substantriil svtdenC6 exist that advrss Impact will fDsult from the Propos9d projaçç

Several featuros of the propoed projeotrequlr~ ~c:t!Onathe.t wil pbvloi.~iy cause severe ~
advers Impact to th 8urrou"ding comriur1Ït.Foreiií:st arrongtham 'are the demolition of
housing end th displaent of commurr~reldentt.Thè &eiif1lY O~.t;e housing cnsis in
Los Angeles is common kkQwldge riO anylO ofhoualrig.w çrIUcai.Th~dleplacemenL of
ocpant5 or that housing Is a related but cøparate issue, but the loss of dOzQna of
commun1t members Impac: tte e"tlre J1!,lghbomood.

i . _ : ,,:"; _;;~ . .'_ :., c _ ,', "_':'.~'..:; :. '., .

It Is also obvlòu$ that thë'p;C~sed Prtco WIl have an Imini;late adveæe impact on arecc
trffc., The project 115 elate for a maor trnst corr1dor arlWiii COnvert land ttat has been
vacant for 12-1~ yeal'kktol~V!.~tp,iy ~~!!~Jnø,Y( aEU~tq~P~~9$tructure. The addItional 't
900 ~1200GrploY~Š'Bnd,'dle.hi,;WijO'VVIIVIGltth~' ptoP9~proj~ot: each day will not only
add vehlooe b1psbutWlq ~lsoai:verelylr~tp;tklng In thEt,resldentlal'portion of the
neIghborhood.' ,. ',' ':. ,.'

T~e projec wi/als I"eccss~t~ $lgnif88~tln'rasttcti:e.irTproveinenta'and modification gn
ordertoaC&mnnatEicQ6$líêtoiiOftbè'proPO&E: bUlldlngs, Given that no Infrastructure S
ups. radeš 'h~~.e.... ibe., ..,..~n.rrádeln the ~.i:eafor16 yéa~ or more, 

It is likely that the Impact of thIswork will bElconl$ldeirable:" ,- ,. .
$) The Mlt/~tfdN6gat/y D.t:~rat1øn,andlnltla' stu.dyomlt, misstate ormisc;araOferlze fhe
olroum$tèfl~!sln the ériVJrcnment Inoier tørnlnlmlze the potentls.1 negative Impact of the
ProPood PIOj6ct.,

¡he mlUgated neg",uv& declanstJ!=n.E.f.dlnit~ll!t4ccY acknowll=ge se\'errllnstances Where
slgnltlQint BdveQj 1rnP8ct:wllresülfffóm~ proll9 Amorrg them; Impact on the vIsual
charater or quality of th site and 1t8urroungll\8,. impaots on Qirqualliy, im act on trffc
and vehiCl8trps. YeNlng!' ultfl'ettymlnlmlzed and dfJsql:ed as rS,solvÐd. n ot i:r
Instnces, the docmonte falls to iaddreparkng, despite thefa'çt that the propoSled
parkng strotro 19 not designe to SCQornmodate all ~ft~e ~R\PIÇlyee8 and clients expected
to utilÍ2e.thebulldlng~. ",.. , '" .

c.

,
-:.' '~

Weare also dlstayed,tttt-losBot,hoÜ$lng andth~ displacement cfdozenis of area
resldentu are alSQ nceddlsmlsslvBIY¡iand ~ppearto beundercunted. There is no
discussion In the mItigated n~stte dec:araUon and .lnltQI study of the rapidly chsngiiig
demographlccirçmS~f1C$lrr 11lscomrìunit/, InCluding 8n Incr&aae of l8tino households ~
SQme wwth Ilm/tudEn IIch IIkll.,alSwellaB the 1ncteasGd. presence of 

children and young
people in the area. ,eGG. 1", mpa "8 OU$ nQseall ,ye ey are no Scu:¡i;e. n
fact according to members of the Coalition, veiy lile effort hius been m~de to Inform
Spanish ~Ing members of this community about anyting related to the propo&e
proect, including the potential fur di3placement M::tenela and InformatIon have not bean

''

q



Comment Letter 5

Further,t1e mitgated negative declaratin and 'nltla study mi$charQcteri olrcunn~tances

by descbing the propo$e project asconelstent wwth tho 

applicable planning andlarid usedocuments GUoJ el! the South Lo Angeles Community Plan and the VermonVManchester
Redevelopment Plan. Both ~n& caD for reit and commercial use for the slt!n question.
Many members oUhe Communlt'Cotion Wère actve pârtlclpants In the crafting of the
VenTntlMa.llahcster Redeyelopme",tPlan,ccndhs\l wor1e,d.for yearn tcc make retail' .
davelöi:nnnt the focs of land Usa decons for the area. T~ goals of the 

community planswere ,to facilitte convenlentBh~p'ng, acc Ie professlonaI seNic:es, creating Qr
upgi:dlng offce spaQ~: the reVeløpnnent plan was dfl~19ned to promote and develop
employment oppotnHy, çrøteieconomlobpportnit and busIness development and

e.r1hiancett,~øttaotvoneSSl:d marktabllly'oftte surrundIng area~ ....

ThoproposedJ)rcjeci5 not sf ilil cònsir.têrrt With either ofth~e plans. It would provIde no
retil shopping, ancl certinly no off space that 

can bø:QOpled bypl'eSSlonali:or .bU8lnessl!9. It would not bc &I c:roi project at all- rather It Is proposed 35 a facility
UUiat wilt hous exiatlng county stQ membor who are not engaged in commerce. The
taclllt cOUld nat be classifed as It pUbnc bi.llding either, 8$ it will not be Open tó the pu bile.
but WILL admit only O/Ienw or 8pe county programa. From descrptons of the proposed
project that hl. been PrQvlded to a IIm numbor or reident, the projec i~ not 

likely: toC~~pern1I!nQrrt lobe;¡. 8$ moat If not ÌlIlOf the paslUbn~wwl/be flled by,exlstlng co"uittyemploY6eotransferrng frm ater county facilites. It Is al doubtful that the proPQsed,
project wi" make the surrunding area marktable. COunty facilties such as the cne
propood her do not typiclly ancor tø~1I development, and are not considered deslrøb.le
by resIdential communiti. Moreer. I)causa the prap0Qd proPQrt WILL beutlli2ed by a
govemment agency, It Will gerae no taxes and therefore not enhan the t;x bas& of the
community. Enhancing thG Qrea"s li ba 1$ efundannntalgcial 01 the re.development plan,
It I~ .alarmlng that:Ue J:paJl!,~gatie decaration ,andinItEif' study omit any discussion of

the impact the Proposed proleatwm have on the sre"ata bai:.

Finally, the mitigated nêgaUV8 deraon and Initial Gtudy mQlce refereence to ~probable
developmenr that Is pl::nned for lad Immediately adjacent to the Bouth i-ideot thE:
propoed prject. Yet no anlilyalsof thu envlronrntallmpQcts of this .prob~ble 12-
developm¡mt" haa been und~rtken. By takkng Ihlsplecemeel approiaoh to environmental
review, toh~mlt~al$ .,e,Q~tlvl ~~'~i:8Uon "nd 'nlUsl, $tudy fan toaddre$$ the cumulative
Impact theddeYillop~entOf 9.~ of land would have on the surrounding Brea.

The pure of envvrcnrrcntalla\y 's to affrd the grets,t protcton posible to the J
.e. nVI.ro.' nme. n.to..T..h. e m. ".Iti..ga.. .' ..tèd,nøø. ..au. V. e.' dOC... ..I,arallon. a..."d, oIO.I.tt.. . stu. . dy thB. t tt9. ve been. GUbml.tted ""
here fall toccO$o.,We urgetteCommuntty Redevelopment Agency to prepQre BI" ' l"
EnvlronmClntal Impact RaJ;a, l,Od gIve far and full ~r1lderation totJ~propo8edptoJeot
andposslblé'negštlve t:n~equènCál bêfOre determining whether or not to proCQed.. -. "-'""'--' .~~ . ,~~Z~¿.
on behalf of tòe Community Cotttion

Pogee3

made wideel)' avallable)n SpanIsh, hampettg P~rtc/pation by a Jarge segment 01 thi9
community that WILL be dIrecy Impac:eccby the proposed pl'Ject
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Commenter 6: Lawrei.ce Koonce Sr., 1038 West81stStreet, Los Angeles,

CA 9004, February 28, 2005.

Response 6-1:

This comment provides a per~pective of the: 
history' of the project area. However, it does not state a

concern or question regardi~gthe adequacy of the ahalysis contained inthè ~SIMND nor does it present
substantial evidence supportiIIg a fair argument that the proposed project may have a significant effect

on the environment. Unsubstantiated opini.onRr:Iirrtive is notsubstantiaLevidence (see Public
Resources Code Section 21082.2). Therefore, 

a response is :not required pursuant to CEQA.
However, the comment is acknowledged for #Ie rec. rd and wil be forwarded to the decision-making. . "'bodies for their review andconsideration./ .
Response 6-2: ..

-,-;

:~ .

For-consisttncy with the Reeevelopment Plan,~Community Plan; .and :other applicable plans, see
Reponses 5-10 and 5-11.

Response 6-3:

..

For consistency with the Redevelopment Plan, Coinunity 'Plan, ann ótheràpplicable plans, see

Reponses 5-10 and 5-11.

Response 6-4:

Contrary to this comment, detailed analyses are provided for each tnvironmental impact category in
Section iv (Environmental Impact Anaysis) of the ISIMND. An initial std,Y supporting a mitigated
negative declaration must include a "discussion" ofwåys toritjgatè the signif;cant effects that are
identified (see CEQA. Guidelines Section 15063(d)(4)). ...As 'analyze 

ßection .1Vofo.the ISIMND,
construction and operation of the proposed project woùId not 'generå:te,jjIIy;Significant imacts that.';. . - , "" . .' .'-,".... . . .
,cannot be mitigated. This comment fails to present substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that

the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment.

Response 6-5:

The commenter incorrectly states that housing affected by the project ",ould not be replaced. Contrary

to this statement, pages iv -97 and iv -98 of the ISIMND discusses that the existing housing units would

be replaced pursuant to a Replacement Housing Plan prepared in accordance with the Redevelopment

Plan (see Response 5-3).
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The commenter also states tht the CRA has not considered whether replacing housing within the
Vermont/Manchester Redevelopment Project Area ("Project Area"') is feasible. However, Section

405.3 'of the Redevelopinent Plan Tequiresthat replacement housing units be provided 'in the City, not
specifically within the fedeveldpIlnt area. 'Moreöver,ifinsuffcient suitable housing unitS are

available in the City, theCRAmay "director èause the development, rehabiltation or construction of
.housing units within theCity, both inSide and outside the Project Area.'" Therefore, the CRA nee not
consider whether replachig housing within the Project area is feasible. Nevertheless, the Replacement
HousingPläii indicates 'that diSplaced residents would be provided by replacement housing units 2.5
miles northwest of the projêct site at Annstad Plaz, located at 6050-6130 Western Avenue, which'is

within the South Los Angelescommunity.

Response 6-:

~ .
. -",

The commenter states tht the 'congregation of ,social ,servìces facilities' wil imact residential' propertý
value~ and the abilty to attact retail development to the area. The IS/MND does not address the
perceived impact of County social service facilties on surrounding propert, values or on the abilty to

attact retail development because CEQA does not treat ecnomic and/or social effects as significant

effects on the environment (see Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines). Nevertheless,

development of the proposed project wil improve the economic vitality of the area by bringing in a
critical mass of consumers that wil attract restaurant and retail uses to the area (see Responses 5-10 and

5-11). Moreover, as stated on page IV-173 of the IS/MND, the cumulative effect of the proposed
project and other uses in the area wil not result in cumulative land use impacts.

Response 6-7:

The commenter states that the CRA has not considered the impact tht displacement would have on the

surrounding area. CEQA does not, however, treat economic and/or social effects as significant effects

on the environment (see Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines). Therefore, the CRA need not
consider the imact of the displacement on the surrounding area (see Response 5-8).

.,

The commenter also states that CRA has not considered whether potential displaced residents would be

able to relocate in the project area. However; Section 405.3 of the Redevelopment Plan requires only
that replacement housing units be provided in the City, not specifically within the project area (see
Response 6-5). Neverteless, the displaced residents would be provided replacement dwellng units,

located 2.5 miles northwest of the project site, pursuant to a Replacement Housing Plan (see Response

5-3).

Response 6-8:

See Responses 5-4 and 5-7.
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Respo~e 6-9:

,The IS/MND constitutes the collection and analysis of infonntion about the proposed project. It
assess~ negative as well as beneficial aspects of the project. Further, the IS/MND, has been available".:. . -, -'.
for public review and comment. Also, the, CR Board is required by 

State law to consider the
IS/MND, before takingaq.y action. on the proposed project. Although the commenter states that the

prpposed plan has created serious, conflct in the community, the existence of public controversy over
,.the environmental effects of a project would not require preparation of anEIR,as long.as there is no
su~stantiaievidence that the proposed project may have a significant effect,on the environment (see
Public Resources Code §21082.2). The commenter has failed topresentany substantial evidence tht

the project may have a significant effect on the environment" necessitating an EIR.

The remaining portion of this comment does not state a concern or question regarding the adequacy of

the analysis contained in the IS/MND. Therefore, a response is not 
required pursuant to CEQA.

. However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and wil be forwarded to the decision-making

,bodies for their review and consideration.
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Comment Letter 6

Dr. Rober Maord, City Plan
Comm\1ty Redelpment AgCD. City or Lo An¡;ele
.3S:1S~S,pñnStrf.Suítc 700
Los'À.g~tcs Ca. ~n() 13

Fcbb 28, 2005

, .

Re: Mìtig;;::cg,ativeDec1~o~r V~nr Proect Ar

Dea Mr. Maord
-,

!

¡

I have be áirdëntlomCOiiVcmòntKnôU:~ foroVor37 )'ea~ i am
curcctlYR,~dcnt, oC 8IM'S,irt Bloo Q1ub V~()f Knlls. I am ''\er acve 

in mycomnnunity and paiçpateiDvaow cMc,QQatinaBD communty organons.

FDr ii yea my iagh~ "im blaa ,~n- 11,c:IJ' have monlO cffo~ to
reifa Väù .Åveww':~ Pìõ~iCè âßMa~ÄVè. Ths ÍÍ a crtical
macorr~nwi:.:w '1u8ChóWlìåt~'d\í~ccCiti lcmiunty.It Is' a gateway
to, ,our cOinUJity, Yir8go, VehWa:a'bù'~ filcdwftb &â bus~
and upc~l'. Tbarwapo'am bc'knoWU.~ittè BCcrly Hilts of'
So~ ¥S..~d'Cs.\:lcol~ ~~'evørdiontos:OPhe HomeS ""iithear
we~ !~ d~~~! "let 1I,~!:J C)7o.r.Ih.~~:tøpau&.deli.M~or
bu~cs5'i~.~ ou i.'~~'.~~j~II(J\r botL .c.utofstee and
tø.thf:'su1eavm a-IO'gA m,cmloYCc.I!~~""aufive baln a.,~ bloc
area closed sb --:mvcd out ~c Oo~"~~iCCVifap~~,~ inor~to do
bag.bu¡gíé: cio~'iI¿móùù'~ tOa-- cvcc 'tA'eeoy'" good
famy sit do ~t. Ther wa no pla fot" oUt 

ýÖút'tó'obt pi. time jobs.
Crt'ra ',,~,grinc8S, ib--be'cOtly ne88cctberby ,givig
creence to the ~roen widow th~¡, .' :.'

The çivil rebelloiibb .i~92 ~ .ifii '_~R.a.wafot Vamont AvcDQc.
MaY Ofttcrr~~rr~~~.~,tt~~,Jndd~tb oftbun lcarr ,,~P~~~9 ~PPva:~l.a,,--~'Wìth ~i~Qfic44 and. ,co~ratioo.~intö"~"~~,~,~"~;~~~tlJtt revithe~ea. .
Man took adimc of~ 1I..\Yloisos~~,¡¡. Clty promises in
wniofbb'oUt,bu1dfus OO'VtnQt:~l)~'S~;lÍ(t~es. Ths is the
imelocon,th ¡a now tllsitc ofüü ~))!ØFoJ~ d~åcdii tI nnlt~gacdncga'ÜvtJ'ckclatoxx' ." '. .' , ' " '-' ",

.. .~ :,-~ .

¡

JJtbc mid 1990'. the L. A CR.prpö:ttt'V~nio~êêbecomc: a,.,.
,"rlA1i~aa,~~gm:~ ~jec;--~;',mddOlis:~1eQëoeddia8tlas th
woUJd~eQp V~oit'¡\'Y~.1 :'!:~~~~'~~ccw.b ated and
pacipaiCd ia ,#Ore q'C p1~lDlCto 4cvOp~ pIau ~ Venon~esr
RêdelopiiccìP:jec Áfthe plan 'W ac~çç ini~.1 w.i.ong the maY
reidents who rdguár)' aUcdcd ~ecns$ of~OOWWtyai\'ry coflitt (ca). i
wa al pr with the county whebDDcløvCl0Pe --brlUed pr~sas to build
tbprojectthat was to be the ph (1)ollc'olrèdccve:~plan ( a shoppingcCIie
with a grooOO sm~ th wa,oaed forin.th redvC!JopnCíplan). Theirre of the

I
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shopping cente i6 th sae loction tht is now the Bite of the prose projec described
inthø mitt~ negative declaaton.

In 2000, the development te fOT the shopping oenter wa selected and the' ,community

expecte conscton to begi shy. When noth occurd,' we made irquiries to the
era an council 8 dict offce with no defitive an. In October 

,of 2001 we
leaed tht the develope bà pUlCd out of the prposcd"SO nn11on dolla shopping
plaz" projec, No effort by eraca ha bee mae to advie the communty. Af
abandoni this de prject the eraca did not seek anther developer for the project
but deided to fiiipporttte us of oIJethoftbsite for a building that will hous sta
membersfrmthe LA CouuDPSS. My neighbors, block clùb and communty aralared bytheprseprojecfor a numbe of fCns that follows:

~Firt.thi5'projec is iowlymcostt with the loUer andapint oftbe
'red~velopmeïplll' WW~~tkksoll to desiggTh orlgiplan ha not

dbi;.~ee. ~ er ~insdjuststted as a conclusion tht 

the ,proposed
us is "c:~ial"an llor COstni with the reevelopment plan.

).11 is Dot BCoaeria uscas it: involvCl DO coe" qor is it'cven a public
use, as 'it Wilhiot'æ ,usbythlfpublio at';lagc. But only people ,who ar reuired
.to inter with spifio BoCi~secèsc:ont. Most oftha bui1cUS wil be
wOrk sttions for l)PSS èèploee, , .' ' , ' ' ' ' ,

~iitè4. ofl;tt,~jjì,g~ý. .,4~shopp~gtoih__ the bulding will merely
bOUSCQ9~¡;~l,,ay..; .' ,,:,; '¡, ~..' ,",.' .

). Aun~h B! ,tts Coinaaty nees peent jobs,tts prjec wUJ provide none,

butwiU merly import workenfr oter ar.
~ Ths project will not bet th suuo neighborhod. In Iact it will har

th~ suruning ncipborhoobypreentig th'dcvelopmcnt, of a ta generatig
us on' tht site. Ironically. co..untymembers arconsy being told tht the
reason ,thãfCRAreutcìót:;bedieced ito ths SoutLos Ange1es , .
neighborhod iš beWieittílÌÌgOî taineris. vèt 1he project will
ta.a laIsclOtpplaior 1nlC(rrór and tu it oyçr,to apubJic qency tht

. will pa 1\ tå~lF\\er,~åå the piece ofland th is left ove aftr the
DPIS prjeçt iBbuiltwwl1 bê cónøldctly IDler th it is now, will ma it
haer to aUrt rel develope to build here. It t\er limiÛl the potetial fortaatQ lQ~tQd.e:V~QQileø~ar ' "

)e Verlil1eaiysis ¡ha.bcdOf~.aboutthe impøtthe 'prpose prjec will have

ontbeadjactar Wear Jus eanglD. . WI ~8 at oUBmg wo
bedmmolicd in order to build the prject, but wil not be replacd. The crabas
DOt considere \\errelecÚJjrhousig with the VerontIanhester
RedeeJo~eii(Projl=ìaaais fèlsible,

~ ASilarDpsS bUildbigwa built by th county on 
Veront just 40 blocks nonh

of SjnS St.. SeverrDpbttldd are now either complete Dr under .
constrion with a shon distce ot'th propose facilty. The era has not
consided the impat tht congregati suh facities in onc segmcut of South

Los Angeles win have on redeeti prpe vø1ues or on th abilty to attt

. retal, development to areas whe 80cialervces ar becoming the dominant use

--

--

~

~.

s

"
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Thccc ha noi,consde Wbth=r poict. dd&e wil be able to achhlly
reocte in the imedate lUe&'Tbe cæ hànot oo UUe impact tht the
displat wiD have on th sung neiehib Latio rcdentsof
South Los Ano1es should not have to ieec fa the th of diSpiaCment

by county buldin
~ T1prpo~ng fo th prjeçJs ii, We have bc told th th JbUiidhgWi haVe be 90 1200 cclayec md llím8y 20 visitors Cj

., daYibusigøif, :ayfewèr pM~8 'sPes in th, bbiildi~gl spa lot will be
aVai\l,lc daly~mea th pø "Wl spil ov~ to th tedee1i steets.

--

J

I lieve'th in order tó knwher' we ar goi we have to mmta where We have
be. Tht i. wh I prYidcd he a brefhistøø ofVcmoDtaachllstet ar It is aJßQ
impo th govennt ~qes SU as th er be acunble for th rC~tioDS
tht they have mae to reidd reidents wh voluu th. iic an ene m
goo tì efort tt ma th CO Il he pla 

to Jive., ~" proposcplan hasacaed~u. ooccin our~ui~. Asu'ii'bOfpele ar &g the
P~,o~cco i10t 1tunCr ~p1~,ha DO'coUecbbommtin about
negmvc'uPe'óftl))Opm. Suc,ÎQOlshuJc: ,be. ~~ed' by er and, 

peplewbliveir~th~ bo'adCòiàó ''c. ìiCâcc 'ttmth onginal pla
~1D. We as f'r.~fuancoplet leew'beon:tI'ppJCcDDoves foiW., .--',-,.j',- ;",-, .

' Wejus WBuhe àij ofLo~ a.~ ~ aiityoverthsite to 

kep. It word afba'rg a COuOúú:9~':of ~ ~ pnse to the
coun bac in.200. An UI deelcct~WOv.d alow for a vie
like ~ wI..~be~ an ~ meny ~ties. Wear no agns
Dp' ~~~~ ~J~,,~ Jiiiive thecc~_~iich~,to,proveth We cabriqUiiy l.tS1:oSOth Lo Aa~~;~~c: ,l'tstf ace now
in, Ch~ld ssUa CrlBaad~,Hi'aI'tb' C( Marke Plae at neaby1iile". .

q

Sincey

l.encc D. Kooac Sr..,'. ' ,",. '. .

1038 W. 81 ,~"
PR:t &: Bioo'Clnb Capb
8iJtStxet BlocCiúb Vêront Knll
(323)778-4332/ ~ (323(7S2-7S11 ".k%p~~yah.CQdb~.com

.;l
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Commenter 7: Julan Se Rogers, 247 East 94th Street" Lo Angeles, CA

9(3,February 28,2005.

Response 7-1:

This comment describes the Empwerment COngress Southeast 'Area' Neiglîborh()od Development
COuncil and does not state a concern or question regarding the 

adequacy of the analysis contained in the
IS/MND. Therefore, a response is not required pursuant toCEQA.Howevër; the comment is
acknowledged for the record and wil be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 

review and
consideration.

Response 7-2:
..

The c?mmenter,." states that the, pr:op,?sedproject will have:'i signifi~antnegatîve im.pact on the

comnumity. CEQA regulations, however , require analysis' of siggfic~ÍÍt~fiectsÒIÌ the' eri~ironment,

where' "environment"Is defined",' as, the phy, slcãl coiiaiIi()ll tltexkii1tirl'p an -areaaffected by a". '. .
proposed projeçt, including, land, air, water,JIn~rals, flora and fauna;iìoise, 

and objeèts of historic or
aesthetic significance. As such, the ISIMND provides detailed analysis for 

each enviro,nmental impact
required underCEQA in Section JV;(ErrvÍrOI1rttal ImpacfAnålysis).

,."-"" '. .... .' '. - . ",.,

The proposed project would result in the displacement of rental housing in, thecomnunity , however,
the IS/MND ,has presented Mitigation Measure 12-1, whiclïwouI1, mitígate anypoIentially significant

impact to a lesHhan-significant level. ,¥itigati()n MeasÜre 12-1requires preparation of a Replacement

Housing Plan pursuant to the Redevelopment Plan (see Response 5-3). In addition,although

replacement housing within the project area is not required pursuant to the Redevelopment Plan,

replacement housing would be provided just 2.5 miles nonhwest of the project site (see Response 6-7).

The commenter also states that there has not been suffcient time to review the Replacement Housing
Plan. Pursuant to Health and Safety Coe Section 33413.5, the CRA ,inštmake a, araft of the
proposed Replacement Housing Plan available for revie~,~~dconnent by; 

the. general public for a
reasonable time prior to the adoption of the Replacement HousingPlan.''heReplacement Housing
Plan for the proposed project was presented for public review on February 24,. 2005 and wil be
considered by the CRA Board for approval on April 7, 2005, more than a month later. Therefore, the

Replacement Housing Plan was properly presented for public review for a reasonable time prior to its

adoption.

Although the commenter states that the displaced residents would have diffculty locating affordable
housing in the community, the Replacement Housing Plan provides dwellng units for the displaced
residents of the proposed project just 2.5 miles northwest of the project site at Amistad Plaza located at

6050-6130 Western Avenue (see Responses 5-3 and 6-7).
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March 2005

Response 7-3:

Contrary to the commenter's statement that infonntion about the proposed project has only been

provided in English, comprehensive effort have been made to inform the Spanish-speaking residents of

the project site. Bilngual notices were mailed prior to the February 24, 2005 meeting at which the
Replacement Housing Plan was presented, and the Replacement Housing Plan was made available in

¡ "Spanish and distributed to all Latino households on March 2nd and March 3rd (see Response 5-9).

Furtermore, according to Section 15201 of the CEQA Guidelines,

'i
1"

.i

Public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process. Each public agency
should include provisions in its CEQA procedures for wide public involvement, forml
and informl, cQnsistent with its existing activities and procedures, in order to receive
and evaluae public reactions to environmental issues related to the agency's activities.

Such procedures should include, whenever possible, making environmental informtion
available in electronic form on the Internet, on a website maintained or uuilized by the

public agency.

,J

;
i

.1

;'

\

I,
i'

CEQA"however, does not require environmentl documentation to be provided in several languages.
Intead, CEQA defers authority to the lead agency to ensure adequate public participation. As such,
CRA policy currently does not require that an ISIMND be provided in any language other than English.

Response 7-4:

With respect to the issue regarding traffc generated by the proposed project, see Responses 5-4 and 5-

6.

The commenter also states that construction of the proposed project would create a significant change in

"character of the neighborhood. However, the project site is designated for commercial land uses and is
consistent with the permitted uses entitled to the project site by the Community and Redevelopment
Plans (see Response 5-10).

Response 7-5:

See Response 5-5.

Response 7-6:

As discussed in Response 6-9, this IS/MND constitutes the "relevant information" about housing,

traffc, parkiiig, and infrastructure necessary to make an informed decision about the development of

Manchester Vermnn Village
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the project site. With respect to the comment regarding providing the IS/MND in Spanish, see

Response 7-3.
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Comment Letter ~

- .... ..0. .
....,...~l..... ..'l.

ii, ~:'~~ ," .

1.1 .,-.:. .
~

,.~. .. ;.. /:"r-J.

Julian Se Rogers

" VIA FACSIMILE

-¡

. .
P~biw_ 28, 20Q5

'Attnti~: Dr RobenMafom
City Pb.n~
ÇÇqqm~nitý R.lôpmcnt Agncy
òfthe Cíty ofLo, Angeles

354 S. Spring Strc~ Sute 700
Los AngeIe.. CA?OOU

..

~ "

.'... ~,;

'i); 'M~iforJ;

, , ,. , ,
Rc~ Miti¡,l:ed N~tjl! n"'~"Mltion/Milrit"h~ Ver0rir-'Vißi.u

..:-:;.~.".,.-: -:: '.-'~" .

. ,.-~ J, i '~.', ?;.;', -,,: -i.-: ::~. .,...~. ; ".~ :,
.,...

;"

"I. IN~ii~p'l,tb ~~,~J~sin~:;VenQt.-t~cll~r~~umty. )llÚ~ent1y the:
;chìùTer:Pr9f~,em.POWCrmn.tCö.s''.tttheø.t' A.c,N~içbor:ood'Deciopmènt
Co~9r~~~~~ni_ti()zq~tt'..cv~' l:OU~:~t~d~ats of 

them:igboddåO ~c:~1y"adjAcet tothe.'à'cfthè'pøpô~cddevJopmentof A county
DPSS ofFIC buiidi.

".-.

I ani,'~ri~g:to £U~t C:Qt~b :to't!!,¡~a:.~~:,~~~I~~oa aad 

iiti study thathhe"b~a,p.rcaæd '£oi;¡,ths.piOjec~My" c:ff~entt~";'aa..~ci iÜ,ll ~divdWL who
ruidei in.tbis.'&rca,notmD)~ti~8èlty u~ ;~~~~t1C:',iiè:~C.Ho~cr. lDy of my
conC~tt5 ste frm-th exiínee iI;bbowJed~~f~"c:~untyPPt'Ihave g:ned IU a
result,ofrny civic:inolveeënL"'" '- ."...' " , , ,

., : .,' ~"-:... "

"- ,'~
. .~ '," ,~'..- '..' -.

A project of tts sort '0UhAe ø. cÎgt iig: imt On tl$ communíty, and should
not bt: approved unti ad~~~, h,a,~~,(;o.nau~d., '1 ~)'js d1Qt,has tAen
pl&.tó .dSteii fUpêr'CC,.Ii'ií(rl':1;í:~ '~~ee. V)1:~Sl\!!.-itQ IIè:Ount.. . "," -. . "',

,,'

Specifièay.thc prol-vv~a:Mt nn,~~~Ii.~o'io( ttW ho~Tbic community
aleady stggCf With ~i7ha~orafttbl~~l, ~~.¡¡irrtu.OielU' more ::outt:e
c:molitin'orhousm.ndll)'~4Ciila~~,¡¡i:oud~ i'~d in the imediate,
viinity b..ebeenø.ffCUJi:/Th'ê~..~~~~~~~~!! ~ia~~ent'pll on Fc:bru
24, 2005. and ther hu not been iuf5cct tù to ævw th.t doent.

i.

jwt IU serioiu i. the il~ue of cllplKc:nt... th leftdents oftthoUMgclad for
demolitin wil 6nd it diffcult if not .ipossible 1: locate afm.Je a:ntahousing in thi,
cooun;ty. Al lie low income people or color. Sca. a. Spiuh speaki bOUSholds.

In fSLt, th issue of12nag and suc:" to infoanon iUustmt.s how .:c=eply Ekwed the

iiys~;orth~ ,proie~ lWbce.TheJimitd infOimatíon;that hiu bcen"iicovidedhs on 11
been ~n. Bng~h. Outn2d to public meetÏ suc IL th CAC ba been in EnglJh. imd '3
tDUslai:OtJ servces hQd not been mwavaiLale At the VemmontlMhester CAC mecting
arged by the: CRA since Juu. 20 whn tt ~t wa fit descrbed to Ihc: public At
the: lase CAC rnctú on F cbiuuy 24, tn daton sece were flyavailable in Spmii:h.
HO"CT. althoug most of th Spansh Spca in th sudicnce wer pot..nb. diaplaces,
neither the housing replaent plt noc th rclocon pla were ine av:alable in SpAnish.

..l
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Julian Sean Rogers

Moreovc:r,the mitited negtie declaration IId initiiii study ha not been Av~ilblc:in 3
Spanish. nor Wèn: the notices advi th publi about, the comment ~rid. Thišliicl of
acci:u to infonnation fnn.tates the: abilty of afcted resÏdc:ts to parCiP2te in rhc proceu
IUdmeø.s thAt the CRA a.,o hu insuffcient md distort intQantionúpon which to bAse
their deteonnation. Tho cc', fiure to COttntt pcovie bilngal meeting and
m4tcis is deplorale, parculy gicn the dr.tic dcmoghåc fhift tht ha 

Ofc:urrd inthe Vei:ontlMcheite communty ovec the: put 10-1S ycus.

Wh~ the pob:tW los, of housing ii of PUQfunt concm, other imonat ÍÍNe ar

=dd~::==thth~~~=:~~':~ .i;.t;en, 4
consicts of a fo or fi itóffec buidin with ~ rnultí,lo?, puki stNc: that wil ,be

placed in :I neigborh th it pzdomÎtl,. æsåden&J. Th louit Wil occùf have been
lugi,. vact for mOre th 12 ~. md mana TACt for iwy yea pnc; ,to th
Obviouily then: Wi ,'Qe' ...~~gnt ~.,~th'chof the neiioçb.odfft ~uld
i:rril uho . .ó.~cÇÇ. "in~r støumict:oÍís'~ b&c:tobê
made tocuppOr t:~~4~lopcc~,p.cuu th¡siteh¡,£lJeèn,nig1èi:todfor 5
deca&:. Gnin~è:~' aaa-., ââ ~t:'V~ntt hs'Dotben'~c: .",' " "

. ' -. : . ", . ":':r--;" ';-,_It would be i:'sbortlgted to nub tts prject along witht ~ the long-
'. teen imlic:onsIor th Vemi~nt/~s~J:~l.Th.pmjecl:prøosi:. II 30 ye leaue of

the buiding th wiUbè i:O~~ror1U~~CotyQ£~IJ;AAgcca .. à:workiii~fcr
soew semces 'Ciploycc--, ~£!.rç:vêd, oic coUltywiU A."' ,toliVe.with ddstu~' for

three dec:eIJor"morc" 'I Cl-mw:tol)~,.u tW,ælevantiiifoi:onabut housing.
tac, paag and infrctùrè ïïécess.. U&occ to mak an ~i:ed desion .bout
proceeding with tb5 project. .Ad, it mun inUAsur tht th intoanation it relis upon is Iavaiable in Spansh. 0
Meebe of th V eacit Machesi=neodd~a~,incl~~ngn:sidenr: ~d n:oldc:n:
suh as bloc clubs and th EmpoweeM: CoOP" Southc:Ùt &e Nc:igbodwod
DeJopmt Coci høVe ben mOnnri th P~c:i., aad.-1i contuc to dò so' Many
of Ul': have &&ady ~~lld otI ÍNnrttn tò tb eR liUtitsfalu tofOllo'Wd, ' .
pxodur. odes --dpt'nottc:iud intoan in -inr tht enc:ourøg~ public
pacition. It is cqYÎÎ,ptbt thatdd '~adquly con.ider tlepQtclÌ for
Aderse impats th.t uclikelyto ~s~tffm tñs ptoject. '

..' Si~,.,
~tS,,' ~,..'
Juli Rors ~

Off .323-7;7..9392
247 Eat 94- Sttecc

Gr McaO', Ca. 90003
julec:~b.olmai.co Pax 32754-75
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Commenter 8: ~cMie Bagheri,City of. Lo Angeles Department of
Traporttion, No Address Provide, Mach 23, 2005.

",

Response 8-1:

.!

This comment describes the proposed, project and concurs with the analysis and conclusions of the
traffc report prepared for the proposed project (i.e., amount of vehicle trips generated by the proposed
project and location and appropriate mitigation measures for the potentially significant impacts at the
thee study intersections). Consequently, this commnt does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the IS/MND. Therefore, a furter response is not
required, pursuant to CEQA. However, the comment are acknowledged for the record and wil be
forwarded to the decision-makig bodies for their review and consideratiòn.

',\

Response 8-2:

See Response 3-2.

Response 8-3:

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis
contained in the IS/MND. Therefore, a furter response is not required pursuant to CEQA.

Neverteless, the project developer would contact the Bureau of Engineering to determine if any

highway dedication is necssary.

Response 8-4:

.)

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis
contained in the IS/MND. Therefore, a furter response is not required pursuant to CEQA.

Nonetheless, the project developer would consult with the Bureau of Engineering to arrange a pre-
design meeting as requestd in ths commnt.

Response 8-5:

See Response 5-7. Furthennore, this comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding
the adequacy of the analysis contained in the IS/MND. Therefore, a furter response is not required
pursuant to CEQA. However, the comments are acknowledged for the record and wil be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Response 8-:

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis
contained in the IS/MND. Therefore, a further response is not required pursuant to CEQA.

Manchester Vermnt Vilage
Final Initial Stu
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Neverteless, the project developer would contact the LADOT's Citywide Planning Coordination
Section regarding driveway width 

and internal CÎnmlationreqiiirements.

Manchester Vermnt Vilage
FilUllnital Stud

VII. Responses to Corrnts
Page VII-36
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C°llent Letter

~ Ge1t1(Reo l/l .
CIT OF LOS ANGELES

1NT-DEPAR1lENAL CORRECE

8300 Veront Av
DOT Case No. CEN 041591

Date: Marc 23. 205 ~

To: Dr. Robrt Maoford. ai Plnner .
Commun. edeveioPm Agency

~ er. rasponEngiri,
Depart1 ?f Transporttion.

.,1
; Fro:

.'Subj MfnGATE:NEGATI'oeClAllQN. .(MNDl FOR THE PROPOSD
LOSANGELES;GQUNTY OFFICE 

BPU.DIHG DEVi.oPMENTAT THESOUTHEAST CORNER'OF8SkDSTR AN\'E~ONi AVENUE

Th Departent of Transpor (DOT) has reviewed the MND. prepared by Chriopher
A. Joseph and Associats, and accpayyng trac stdy. pr~pare. by trc coltant
CCinandAscis. dat febrUary2ooS~for aptoppsa otlC, llLLildin7the,Manchter
Vernt ViRage,loed aUhesothea coer of a,3" stetand Verot Avenue. The
Stuy analyzed 11.inersnsanddeterrined thatthfee cftheS4dyirilersecons would
be signifntty Impacted by the project relte trff Exeei:as note. the sty
adequaely evuat the prjec-related trc impact on the &urriJni:ng cqmmunity.

DISCUSSION AND ANDINGS
.

ProjectDe.cijl:lion ':

The proposed prjec co of coctng a 
220,000 $quare foot(SF) offce building

fo use by the County of LosAngeles' . Public SpcISerric:.Cffqqr..iandFamily
Serce Chlld.SuPPØSér."ar\ Mer Healt~Qê.Thebtllri WiåIincle
a 4,00 SF of fa-food restrant and a 6.00 SFChil c:èenter. The sitis currnti
ocpid by 21 reidentl apartents. a 8,600 SF pain stre and an adjacent 7.500 SF

oudoo play area.Thé prjèWilprode a to of 9Opai1ngspptema paiiing
stcture along 831' Street on the narter part cfQQeslte. Theproje wn tae accs
from one driy on 83"" Stretàn oneexit-o' drieway otroa 'new proposed alley
boering 1h ea edge of th proect The .projec is expct tc be coet by yer20.



Comment Letter

Ur, KottrfMaiilèrd
~ 2.

i

I

Marc 23. 2005 i
Trip Generation

The pr Wil generate approxmate 5,43 net daily trps wi 44 net trips In the AM
~k hor and 483 net trs in the PM peak hour. .

Sinir.cant Trac"lmDact locations

The proPosed proje WILL experence sinifcant trffc impac at th following locion:

1. . Mancester Avenue and Vernt Avenue
2. 8S1' Stret and Veront Aveue
3. Hooer Str an Mancheser Aveue

~

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS

A. Mancher AVGnull an Veßnrit Avenue
. '", . "The prsal to remove th meian istand and re the nortbond and

" !I~h~nd approaç~ to iiudee. tt..al.lefHurn onl lan an modi thetrac
.. ~igOO a~ron i~~pf to DQT... The prpased improement wil mitiate th
iRJpac:at ~isløcationtó a level of insinlfccnc "
....; '. - " -.;" . .. - '. ~ -, -' '.. - . . - - . .,"" " .

B. 83M Strt and Vennont Aveue, ,
The prowslto "fund a prortnate, share of the cost of Ute desn and
constctOn oftheHarbrGay AtsAC/ATCSSy& at this 

inersecio is
acCÈptable tD DOT. The proposed improvement will mitgate the impact at thisloçtion fu a' level,of insignifcance. .

C. Hoove Street and Mancheste Avenue

The pmposål to fund a prrtonate shre of the cost of the design and
ccnsdion of the Harbor Gatewy ATSACIA TCS Sys at 

this inersection Isaceptable to DOT. The proposed improvement Will miti the impact at ths
location to a level of inifcace.. - - .

D. AAlall~t.4Traffc and Su.lllançe an Contml.S)em(AT8AC) andAdpfe
TråÇonlrl System (ATCS) ,
The pro's proportnate share of the cost of the A 1SACIA TCSS~m is equal
to th average ATSAClATCS Sy cxper intersecn. Th currnt 

cost Dfthe
Harbbr Gaway A TSACIA TCS Sysem Is 

$1 03.000 per inerst!n. fo a total of
$206,QOO. ATSACIA res improemnt shaD beguarante throughcah paymen
of $206,000 Dnor to Ihe issuance of an bUildng permit. ATSAC/ATCS
improvement are reiewed and adjust perodicaly. Th actal co may change,

depeding On when paymt is made.
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1 -

or. RObeit-Man-ford

E. Construon Impacts

OOT.n3mrendsthat a constotanworksite trffc contr plan be submied to l-
DOT for rey~w and approval pnar lothe star of any consbctn work The plan
sfuldsff,~ IocaonafanyrodWy or sidewalk âosurs. tnffc detours, haul
~~ hturs ofopera60.protecte devce. warning signs and accs to abutng
prope. QOTalso.remmendtht all constuctn relat tric be'restrct
to of-peak noue'. '

-3- March 23. 2005

.,
,

F. Highway Dedication And stt Wideing Requirements

,

! ~

.. . -, ,"""." .,
Vermnt Avenue is clssi as a Major HighWay Cls II which reuires a 4Ofot
half-widh roadway on a 52-fo half-width rlht.o-w.

83id Street is Glassif as 8 Loca Stret wt!c requires 

a 2G-foo half-widthroay on a 3()foot halfth righ-êf..y. "

84" Slrt is also clssd as a l. stret.

It appears.1h hi~y deØic.ttnc-nø street widening may be reqi~ for the

Prod 'PrThe déVéj)r rni.sl check,~ith theB'ureau ofEngineeeng (BOE)
Land OeelopmenGrouptodetenmnethe highwåy dean, st wining and
sidewk requirents forthe projec

G. Improvement and Mitigaton Mesures Implementation

Unles othrwis spße. tte propose mitgaton measure and imprvemeiits
shaD be implement throgh the Bureau of Engineering ((OE) B-Pennit prce.

Costction of th imprvements to lh satiactn of DOT 

and BCE mus be icompleted before issuanç of any ceifIC of ocpancy. Should any
improment not ree reir aproval, the Cit may susttue analtmave
measur of an equialen co and effectvenes. Prir to sett the bon amount,
BOE shalt rere that the devopfs engineer or ,contra cotact DOT's
a-Permit Coorina. teepone (213) 928-9663. to arnge a pm-esign meetng
Co finaliz the propoed design neeed for the project

3

H. Parkng Anys
As note priously. the prpose project wil provide 90 parking spa. The
develope should aaså chec wit the Deprtent of Buiding and Safety on the
numbe of Coe require park spces needed for the prjec

i. Driveway Access

The review of thff study does not conste approval of the driew accss and c,
circulaion scheme. The reuire seprate rrvlew and approval and should be

coordinated as soo as poblewf oars Cite Planning Coordinatin Sectn
(201 N. Figuer stt, 4th Flr. Sta 3. ~ 213-82-7024) to avoid delays in

5

f

f

,
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Dr. Rober Maford -4- Më;rch 23. 2005
the bUildng perit apPII pro In order to minimiz and 

prevent last minutebUili1 desig ååanges. It Is highly imperatie th the applicant. prr to 1he
,commønçe~t of,~lJilding or Parg, ,layout desgn 'efrt.èOt8ct 'DOT for L.dn~8ywld!h and int;:'circlatnreuilme so that sua. trffc flow
corrertk ai:dessnlland '1occrpdearl into the bWingan Pætiog
la)Iut pIl-nstòavoanyoonery ,time 

delays and' potentl co aSsciated
wilate designchëëges.Ai dñvys shourd be 

Case 2 dreways and 30 featand 16 feet Wide for twway and one-ay operans, resctly.

If yo have any QUesions, please oontact Wes Pringle of my stff at (213) 580-5206.

~\8_w:L"_GJ_OIc:~ml1d.wp

c: An engis. COuncIl Distct No.e
Yad Hash, Souther District; DOT
DOT AcCunting
Verej Janoyn. A TSAC DOT
Tim Conge. DOT Desn , ,
Tairrur Tánåvon~Giid$' Planning.Cordnatin. Secton. DOT
Edmond Yew. Land Developmt Group. f30E
Crain and Ases '; ,
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